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Abstract 
The thesis explores interactions in academic writing through analyses of 
metadiscourse features in the genre of academic book reviews. Based on a corpus of 
authentic examples of the genre from philosophy, sociology and biology, as well as 
perspectives of participants in these disciplines, it seeks to describe the 
characteristics of the genre and explain the ways metadiscourse is used in these texts 
by writers of different gender and disciplines. With reference to the previous 
literature, examples from the corpus and the informants' reports, it was demonstrated 
that the genre of academic book reviews can be characterized by its preponderance of 
interactional metadiscourse and lesser dependence on interactive devices. While this 
overall picture was largely consistent across the disciplines and gender combinations, 
more complicated patterns of variations were observed in the frequencies and 
functions of individual metadiscourse subcategories. In particular, the patterns of 
disciplinary variations often deviated from the conventional patterns observed in 
previous studies. And while the style of academic writing tended to override 
gender-preferential differences on the whole, variations would emerge when more 
delicate analyses were conducted to examine the interface between discipline and 
gender. These similarities and differences tended to be related to the specific 
communicative purposes and requirements of the genre, the nature of 
i 
knowledge-making, perception of book reviews, as well as the degree of prevalence 
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1. Introduction 
This thesis explores metadiscourse in academic writing through analyses of 
a range of linguistic features in the genre of academic book reviews. Based on a 
corpus of authentic samples of the genre from philosophy, sociology and biology, it 
seeks to describe and explain the ways metadiscourse is used in these texts by writers 
of different genders and disciplines. This chapter serves to orient readers to the issues 
explored in the present study and to provide an overview of each chapter. I start with 
an introduction of the notion of social interactions in academic writing. 
1.1 Metadiscourse as Interactions in Academic Writing 
This study of metadiscourse is largely based on a view that academic 
writing is a social activity dependent on the relations between writers, readers and 
the disciplinary context. In this section, I shall elaborate on this view from the 
perspective of writer-reader relations, and then move on to discuss the relations 
between metadiscourse, interaction and disciplinary context. 
1.1.1 Interactions between writer and reader. 
Over the past two decades, research in academic writing has established 
that academic discourses are not faceless, impersonal endeavors, but are embodiment 
of interaction between writers and readers in the negotiations of disciplinary 
knowledge (e.g. Hunston, 1994; Hyland, 2000; Thompson, 2001). This interactive 
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view of text sees academics as not simply presenting and recording knowledge, but 
also using language to negotiate social relations in attempts to create credible 
representations of themselves and their texts (Hyland, 2000). Such negotiations are 
essential because readers always have the options of accommodating or resisting 
certain reading positions, as well as of accepting or rejecting a claim. Writers must 
consider these possible readers' responses, guiding, persuading, and engaging with 
the readers to establish a “mutual frame of reference" (Nystrand, 1986) and 
encourage certain preferred interpretations of their materials. Clearly, then, writing 
involves interaction as writers and readers consider each other's intentions and 
strategies. As Nystrand notes, “.. .the shape and direction of discourse are configured 
by the communicative need of writers to balance their own purposes and intentions 
with the expectations and needs of readers" (Nystrand, 1986:36). 
Successful texts must therefore display an awareness of both its readers 
and its consequences (Hyland, 2000; 2005a), and allow communicative space for the 
readers to collaborate and contribute to the achievement of the text's goals 
(Thompson, 2001). The accomplishment of these, however, is largely dependent on 
the effective use of interpersonal resources available in a community, as discussed 
below. 
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1.1.2 Relations between metadiscourse, interactions and social contexts. 
One type of major interpersonal resources for establishing writer-reader 
relations is metadiscourse. Metadiscourse refers to “those aspects of the text which 
explicitly refer to the organization of the discourse or the writer's stance towards 
either its content or the reader" (Hyland, 2000:109). As such, the use of 
metadiscourse largely corresponds to the interactive perspective of text described 
above, and directs our attention away from what Halliday (1994) called the ideational 
meanings of texts, or what is being communicated, to the interpersonal meanings, or 
how the writers communicate their ideas in a clear and persuasive way to their 
readers (Hyland, 2000). 
In fact, as will be discussed in Chapter 2, recent development of 
metadiscourse theory draws ostensibly on Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL), 
which posits that there is a systematic bi-directional relationship between context and 
the meanings in text (e.g. Eggins, 1994; Halliday, 1994), that is to say, language 
constitutes context as well as simultaneously being constituted by it (Halliday, 1994). 
For the present study, this interrelation between language and context 
means that while interaction can be accomplished by using different metadiscourse 
features, these linguistic choices are largely governed by different epistemological 
assumptions and permissible criteria of negotiations in individual disciplinary 
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contexts (Hyland, 2005a). Thus, analyses of metadiscourse features would allow us 
to draw inferences of disciplinary orientations and values, as well as understand how 
writers manipulate available resources to construct knowledge and shape their 
disciplines. As Becher (1987) maintains, ‘‘one would expect differences in fields of 
knowledge to be reflected in differences in linguistic form; and by the same token, 
differences in linguistic form to signify differences in fields of knowledge" (Becher, 
1987:261). 
1.2 Overview of the Present Study 
The above perspectives, together with the discussions presented in later 
chapters, have helped shaping the directions of the present study. I shall offer a brief 
overview here. 
1.2.1 Research questions. 
This study aims to examine gender and disciplinary variations in 
metadiscourse in academic book reviews in philosophy, sociology and biology. It 
attempts to contribute to our understanding of the genre by seeking answers to the 
following questions: 
1. What are the characteristic patterns of interaction in academic book reviews in 
terms of the use of metadiscourse? 
2. What are the possible explanations for the characteristic patterns? 
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3. Do these patterns vary with the disciplines in which they are found, and how can 
any variations found be accounted for? 
4. Do these patterns vary with the gender of the reviewer and the book author, and 
how can any variations found be accounted for? 
1.2.2 General research approaches. 
The above questions will be investigated through textual analysis of 
authentic examples of the genre, as well as semi-structured interviews with subject 
specialists. 
The research follows a broadly social approach in seeing the construction 
of texts as dependent on specific purposes and audience, reflecting, and in turn 
constituting social and institutional practices within particular communities. 
The social approach entails two options in researching texts: materializing texts as a 
series of encounters situated in time and place and examining the actions of 
individuals as they create particular texts; or dcmafcria/izing texts as a bundle of 
linguistic features and exploring the regularity of�socially approved forms in a 
community, while abstracting away from any particular authors or readers (Hyland, 
2000, 2005b: Myers. 1999). In concurrence with Faigley's (1986) argument that 
''writing can be understood only from the perspective of a society rather than a single 
individual” (Faigley. 1986:535). this present research follows the dematerializing 
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texts approach. In other words, the study examines the ways social groups are 
maintained by the collective acts of individuals as they communicate with each other 
in recognizably acceptable ways within particular communities. 
Consequently, techniques in corpus analysis are employed to study 
metadiscourse features in a large number of book reviews. This would provide 
information about the frequencies of metadiscourse devices and their context of 
occurrence in different combinations of gender and discipline, and reveal any 
systematic tendencies in the selection of meanings (Hyland, 2005b). These textual 
data will be supplemented with insiders' perspectives collected from interviews, such 
that more informed and fruitful interpretations can be obtained. 
While this section provided a synopsis of the research focus and 
approaches, more details will be given during the course of the thesis, as outlined in 
Section 1.4 below. 
1.3 Significance of the Study 
The investigations sketched out above would be valuable in a few ways. 
While book reviewing is considered as an important form of disciplinary engagement, 
not much is known about the characteristics of this genre and studies which have a 
specific focus on the interactive strategies used in book reviews are almost unknown. 
It is important to fill this gap in the literature not only because the genre provides 
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opportunities for novices to get started in the academic debate in a shorter and 
probably less competitive form (Motta-Roth, 1996; Shaw, 2004), but also it offers 
pedagogical possibilities for EAP teaching (Belcher, 1995). Awareness of the 
interactive strategies can assist junior writers in constructing their texts and help 
learners develop a more contextualized understanding of the genre, as well as a more 
appropriate control of persuasive and evaluative language. 
In addition, as mentioned in Section 1.1.2 above, the study of 
metadiscourse does not only allow us to understand writer-reader relationship in a 
systematic way, but also throws light on the underlying structure of a body of 
knowledge which comprises different fields. This information would be particularly 
useful for understanding how different values and conventions constitute individual 
disciplines, and for learning about how multiple discourse and social goals are 
accomplished in writing in different disciplines. 
With an additional focus on gender variations, the study would bring out 
implications on how men and women draw on feminine and masculine styles in 
acting out their social roles, and particularly in evaluating others' work and setting 
out their opinions as professional academics. 
1.4 Organization of the Thesis 
As briefly mentioned above, the thesis presents a series of inquiries into 
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gender and disciplinary variations in metadiscourse in academic book reviews. 
Chapter 2 explores the notion of metadiscourse as a way of embodying 
interaction in texts and reviews different approaches to metadiscourse in the 
literature. A number of problems are noted in reporting the recent development of 
metadiscourse theory, chief among them the inadequate substantiation of its 
connection with Systemic Functional Linguistics. The chapter then sketches the 
general outlines of a revised model of metadiscourse in academic writing. Major 
investigations on metadiscourse in various genres are reported at the end of the 
chapter, in which disciplinary variations in the uses of metadiscourse found in 
previous studies are examined. 
Chapter 3 investigates the genre of academic book reviews. It begins with a 
discussion on the practices of book reviewing in the academy in general, and stresses 
its role as a key site for academics to engage with each others' ideas and negotiate 
disciplinary knowledge. The chapter ends with an examination of the recent studies 
on the genre. 
Chapter 4 examines the variable of gender in social interaction. It is based 
on the notion that language is a major means through which gender is socially 
constructed. It provides a brief review on gender-preferential differences in various 
contexts of communication, including the academic context, and discusses the 
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implications of these differences. 
Chapter 5 attempts to briefly summarize the major issues discussed in the 
three preceding chapters. In so doing, it identifies gaps in the literature and serves to 
explain the emergence of the present research focus, specifically the formulation of 
the research questions. 
Chapter 6 discusses a number of methodological issues and presents the 
major theoretical and analytical framework employed in this study. These issues 
include the justification for and limitations of a corpus-based approach, the choice of 
disciplines for examination, as well as the collection and organization of data. The 
chapter also explains the procedures of analyzing texts and collecting interview data. 
In particular, the analytical framework of metadiscourse introduced in Chapter 2 will 
be explained in more detail and illustrated with some examples taken from the 
present corpus. A pilot study which has led to some revisions on the original research 
design is also reported here. 
Chapter 7 reports and discusses the findings of the present investigations. It 
presents the frequency patterns of various types of metadiscourse in each discipline 
explored and in different gender combinations. Patterns are interpreted and explained 
with reference to the existing literature, examples from the corpus, as well as the 
insiders' perspectives collected from subject interviews as described in Chapter 6. 
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Chapter 8 offers a conclusion of the thesis by providing a brief review of 
the study and attempting to answers the research questions pursued base on the 
findings and discussions in Chapter 7. Implications of the findings will be discussed, 
while suggestions for future research are provided in discussing the limitations of the 
present study. 
Together, these chapters represent an effort in contributing to the growing 
body of literature on academic metadiscourse, disciplinary writing, academic book 
reviews, as well as gender in the academia. 
1 0 
2. Metadiscourse as Social Interactions 
Metadiscourse is a term originally coined by Zellig S. Harris to refer to 
“passage of a text that contains information of only secondary importance" (Harris, 
1970:464-466). Over the past few decades, this view of metadiscourse has altered 
with the growth in interest in the interpersonal nature of texts and metadiscourse is 
now considered as a crucial aspect of language that help readers understand the 
writers' intentions for how readers should read, react to, and evaluate the subject 
matter presented (Crismore, 1989; Hyland, 2000; Vande Kopple, 1985). As such, the 
notion of metadiscourse covers a heterogeneous array of cohesive and interpersonal 
features which fall under a variety of categories such as stance (Biber & Finegan, 
1989; Biber et al, 1999), APPRAISALS (Martin, 2000), signaling (Hoey, 1994), 
cohesion (Brown & Yule, 1983; Halliday & Hasan, 1976) and engagement (Hyland, 
2001; 2005a). Before we look at how these features are grouped into categories of 
metadiscourse, an introduction of the concept itself will be given first. 
2.1 Conceptions of Metadiscourse 
Metadiscourse, or sometimes referred to as metatext or metatalk, is 
considered by many researchers as a key feature of text interaction. As a fuzzy 
concept, however, there has been no satisfying definition of the term. 
In the most general term, metadiscourse can be characterized as "writing 
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about writing, whatever does not refer to the subject matter being addressed" 
(Williams, 1981:211-212). This suggests that as we write, "we usually have to write 
on two levels" (ibid: 47), as explained by Vande Kopple (1985): 
On one level we supply information about the subject of our text. On this 
level we expandpropositional content. On the other level, the level of 
metadiscourse, we do not add propositional material but help our readers 
organize, classify, interpret, evaluate, and react to such material 
(Vande Kopple, 1985:83) 
This distinction between metadiscoursal and propositional content of a text 
is pursued by most investigators. Thus, Crismore, Markkanen, & Steffensen (1993) 
maintain that metadiscourse is “linguistic material in texts, written or spoken, which 
does not add anything to the propositional content but that is intended to help the 
listener or reader organize, interpret and evaluate the information given" (Crismore et 
al, 1993:40). Similarly, Hyland (2000:109) suggests that the term refers to the 
"non-propositional aspects of discourse which help to organize prose as a coherent 
text and convey a writer's personality, credibility, reader sensitivity and relationship 
to the message". 
These formulations can be compared with what Brown & Yule (1983) 
called “metalingual comments" in which the speaker or writer comments on how 
what s/he is saying is to be taken, specifically s/he may comment on the structure, or 
his or her commitment to belief in what s/he is saying (Brown & Yule, 1983:132). 
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Schiffrin (1980) likewise talks about the way language is used to talk about itself, or 
metatalk, and posits that metatalk serves as a bracket to organize discourse or 
evaluative meanings in a text. 
Despite the different descriptions used, researchers tend to agree that 
metadiscourse is a crucial interactive device in texts which helps to make the 
presentation of content more cohesive, engaging and considerate towards readers. 
Crismore & Farnsworth (1989), for example, relate metadiscourse to the rhetorician's 
concept of ethos, or the perceived trustworthiness of authors by readers. They 
suggest that metadiscourse involves linguistic elements that help realize an author's 
ethos as authors use metadiscourse to act on readers, guiding and directing rather 
than informing them about the content. 
In short，metadiscourse is a key resource in texts for writers to create a 
professional and interpersonal persona in presenting prepositional materials in a clear 
and engaging manner. As such, metadiscourse may provide a way for understanding 
writer-reader relationships in different genre settings and it is an attractive notion to 
many interested in text interaction, although researchers may draw on different 
analytical perspectives. In the next section, we shall look at some of these approaches 
to metadiscourse. 
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2.2 Approaches to Metadiscourse 
As mentioned above, while researchers generally agree that metadiscourse 
is an important means of facilitating communication, they do not necessarily share 
the same analytical approach in examining metadiscourse. Instead, the approaches 
that they employ may differ in terms of the scope of analysis, categories proposed, as 
well as the classifications of features. Starting from the perspective of basic 
identification of metadiscourse, the following describes a few common 
classifications of metadiscourse in the literature. 
2 2.1 Identification of metadiscourse. 
Since metadiscourse is an inherently fuzzy concept (Hyland, 2000), it is 
often difficult to distinguish between metadiscourse and the rest of the text. As a 
functional category, metadiscourse can be realized through a range of linguistic units, 
from punctuation marks, phrases, to whole clauses, and even sequences of several 
sentences (e.g. Hyland & Tse, 2004). Also, both metadiscourse and prepositional 
content can be represented in the same linguistic units and very often metadiscourse 
is "incorporated with it [the proposition], in the form of words and phrases fitted in 
to the unfolding message" (Nash, 1992:99). Thus, as pointed out by Enkvist (1975, 
cited in Mauranen, 1993b), metadiscourse should be seen as an essentially relative 
concept, or as some part of the text functioning metadiscursively in relation to the 
1 4 
rest of the text. Besides, it is often stressed that metadiscourse is an open category to 
which new items can be added according to the writer's needs (Enkvist, 1975; cited 
in Mauranen, 1993b; Hyland & Tse, 2004). 
All these mean that there are no simple criteria for unambiguous 
recognition of metadiscourse and a focus on forms seems an unproductive way to 
begin. Consequently, metadiscourse studies usually start with the functional 
classifications of text features. The following section discusses these classifications 
in more detail. 
2.2.2 Classifications of metadiscourse. 
According to the general belief that metadiscourse refers to "any form of 
language which can be interpreted either as a commentary on the process of making 
a text.…or as a negotiation of relationships with an audience" (Nash, 1992: 114), 
classifications of metadiscourse generally involve either one or both of the two broad 
categories of functions: organizing the text and expressing attitudinal and 
interpersonal meanings. 
While some analysts have narrowed the study of metadiscourse to features 
of textual organization (e.g. Bunton, 1999; Mauranen, 1993a; Valero-Garces, 1996), 
expositive illocutionary acts (e.g. Beauvais, 1989), or the expressive meanings of 
metadiscourse (e.g. Abdi, 2002; Crismore and Farnsworth, 1989), most 
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classifications adopted a more comprehensive approach and included both the 
organizing and expressive functions. 
One of these classifications is provided by Nash (1992). Working in the 
tradition of rhetorical writing, Nash (1992) suggested that metadiscourse implies two 
processes: taxis and lexis, where taxis refers to the structure of a speech and lexis 
refers to the diction and style of the text in Greek rhetoric. Accordingly, Nash 
identified tactical metadiscourse and lexical metadiscourse. He believed that tactical 
metadiscourse is important in telling audiences what point they have reached in the 
narrative or exposition, how they got there and what they are to expect, whereas 
lexical metadiscourse shows the writer's consciousness of what s/he is writing and 
his or her perception of the need for further elucidation and evaluation, as well as for 
the involvement of the reader. 
Although Nash's (1992) model did not seem to be influential in the field, in 
terms of textual functions, what he called tactical and lexical metadiscourse appear to 
be comparable to what most metadiscourse writers called textual and interpersonal 
metadiscourse respectively. These latter terminologies were invented by 
metadiscourse researchers who attempted to theorize the concept by drawing on 
Halliday's Systemic Functional Linguistics, or SFL (e.g. Halliday, 1994). 
Halliday's SFL is based on a view of language as involved in three kinds of 
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meaning-making (metafunctions) simultaneously. The three kinds of metafunctions 
are ideational, concerning with representation about the world; interpersonal, 
concerning with social relationships between participants involved; and textual, 
concerning with connections within the text (Eggins, 1994; Halliday, 1994). 
Researchers on metadiscourse posit that prepositional content conveys what Halliday 
called ideational meanings and that metadiscourse conveys either interpersonal or 
textual meanings (Crismore, 1990; Crismore & Farnsworth, 1989; Crismore et al, 
1993; Hyland, 1998b; Vande Kopple, 1985). Accordingly, they proposed two main 
categories of metadiscourse: textual metadiscourse, which “shows how we link and 
relate individual propositions so that they form a cohesive and coherent text and how 
individual elements of those propositions make sense in conjunction with other 
elements of the text"(Vande Kopple, 1985:87); and interpersonal metadiscourse, 
which “helps us express our personalities and our reactions to the prepositional 
content of our texts and characterize the interaction we would like to have with our 
readers about that content" (ibid). Subsequently, analysts attempted to develop 
models of metadiscourse by identifying more specific functions in texts and grouping 
them into the two main categories of textual and interpersonal meanings. 
One of these attempts was provided by Vande Kopple (1985). As 
summarized in Table 1, his model identified seven types of metadiscourse with 
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different functions: text connectives, code glosses, illocution markers, narrators, 
validity markers, attitude markers, and commentary. 
Table 1: Vande Kopple s classification of metadiscourse (Vande Kopple, 1985:83-85) 
TEXTUAL METADISCOURSE  
Text connectives, which include sequencers (t.g. first, next, in the third place), 
logical or temporal connectives (e.g. however, as a consequence, at the same time), 
reminders (e.g. as I noted in Chapter 7), announcements (e.g. what I wish to do now 
is) and topicalizers (e.g. as for, in regard to). 
Code glosses, which help readers grasp the meanings of elements in texts (e.g. X 
means Y) 
Illocution markers, which make explicit what discourse act is being performed at 
certain points in our texts (e.g. to sum up，we claim that, for example) 
Narrators, which let readers know who said or wrote something (e.g. according to X) 
INTERPERSONAL METADISCOURSE  
Validity markers, which assess the probability or truth of the prepositional content 
and to show the author's commitment to that assessment, including hedges (e.g. 
clearly, might, perhaps), emphatics (e.g. clearly, it is obvious that) and attributors 
(e.g. according to Einstein) 
Attitude markers, which reveal the writer's attitudes towards the prepositional 
content (e.g. surprisingly, it is fortunate that) 
Commentary, which is used to address readers directly (e.g. you may not agree, you 
may wish to read the last section first). 
As it may be observed from Table 1, there tended to be some overlaps 
among and within categories in the model. For example, it is unclear how narrators 
are different from attributors (under validity markers), and as for features under text 
connectives, while temporal connectives seem to include sequencing, readers may 
wonder about the motivation for having a separate subcategory of sequencers. 
Some of these problems were addressed in Crismore et al's (1993) study 
when they adopted and modified Vande Kopple's categorization. They kept the two 
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major categories, textual and interpersonal metadiscourse, but the subcategories were 
collapsed, separated, reorganized and renamed. 
For textual metadiscourse, Crismore et al (1993) dropped the subcategories 
of narrators and temporal connectives. They kept sequencers, reminders, logical 
connectives and topicalizers and grouped them together as text markers. Code 
glosses, illocution markers and announcements were moved to a new category that 
they called interpretative markers. For interpersonal metadiscourse, validity markers 
were separated into three individual subcategories: hedges, certainty markers and 
attributors. Attitude markers and commentary were kept while attributors were 
expanded to include instances that were formerly narrators in Vande Kopple’s 
scheme for they are both used to persuade readers and inform them of the source of 
ideas. The revised model is shown in Table 2. 
Table 2: Crismore et al s classification of metadiscourse (Crismore et al, 1993:47). 
TEXTUAL METADISCOURSE 
Textual Markers: logical connectives, sequencers, reminders, topicalizers 







In his research on disciplinary discourses, Hyland (2000) adopted a 
modified version of Crismore et al's (1993) taxonomy of metadiscourse. Although 
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the model covered largely similar functions as Vande Kopple (1985) and Crismore et 
al's (1993) classifications, the functions between different groups of features were 
more clearly delineated and some of the categories were renamed and defined in 
more functionally explicit terms. These are presented in Table 3. 
Table 3: Hyland s Classification of Metadiscourse (Hyland, 2000:111) 
TEXTUAL METADISCOURSE 
Logical connectives, which express semantic relation between main clauses (e.g. in 
addition, but, thus) 
Frame markers, which explicitly refer to discourse acts or text stages {Q.g. finally, to 
repeat, we try to) 
Endophoric markers, which refer to information in other parts of the text (e.g. noted 
above, see Fig, in section 2) 
Evidentials, which refer to source of information from other texts (e.g. according to 
X/ (1990)/X states)  
Code glosses, which help readers grasp meanings of ideational materials (e.g. namely, 
such as, i. e.) 
INTERPERSONAL METADISCOURSE  
Hedges, which withhold writer's full commitment to statements (e.g. might, perhaps, 
possibly) 
Boosters, which emphasise force or writer's certainty in message (e.g. in fact, 
definitely, it is clear) 
Attitude markers, which express writer's attitude to prepositional content (e.g. 
Unfortunately, I agree) 
Relational markers, which explicitly refer to or build relationship with reader (e.g. 
note that, you can see) 
Person markers, which explicitly refer to the author(s) (e.g. 1’ we, our, my) 
We can see from Table 3 that for textual metadiscourse,/ram^ markers 
replaced illocution markers', endophoric markers were used instead of the more 
restricted reminders to refer to information both preceding and following the current 
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text stages; evidentials were used to refer to the source of information outside of the 
current text and replaced attributors and narrators. For interpersonal metadiscourse, 
relational markers replaced commentary and the subcategory of person markers was 
added to include features which explicitly refer to the author(s). 
While the conceptions and classifications of metadiscourse owe certain 
theoretical respectability to the SFL tradition, this theoretical connection is being 
evaluated critically in a recent reappraisal of the metadiscourse theory, as reported in 
the next section. 
2.3 Recent Development of Metadiscourse Theory 
In this section, I report on a recent reappraisal of the theoretical and 
analytical foundations of metadiscourse by Hyland & Tse (2004). 
Hyland & Tse (2004) identified some key issues in the conceptions and 
classifications of metadiscourse discussed above and proposed a revised model based 
on three main principles. The first two of the three key principles concerned the 
belief that metadiscourse is distinct from prepositional aspects of the text, and that 
metadiscourse is a means of embodying interpersonal relations. The third principle, 
that metadiscourse distinguishes relations which are external to the text from those 
that are internal, emerged out of the former two. 
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2.3.1 The distinction between propositional content and metadiscourse. 
Hyland & Tse (2004) noted that the first principle, that metadiscourse is 
distinct from propositional aspects of discourse, may introduce difficulties in analysis 
and clarifications are needed. While the term ‘proposition, is often vaguely used in 
the metadiscourse literature to refer to all that which concerns thoughts, actors, or 
states of affairs in the world outside the text (e.g. Crismore et al, 1993; Vande Kopple, 
1985), this idea of propositional content does not rule out much of what is typically 
considered as metadiscourse. It is difficult to see how metadiscourse can be regarded 
as what Vande Kopple (1985) referred to as a different ‘level of meanings' (refer to 
p. 12), since the total meaning of a text is a result of the interplay of its component 
parts and none of them can be removed without changing something of the meaning 
(Mauranen, 1993b). While the realization of this full meaning commonly involves 
the integration of propositional and metadiscoursal elements in a stretch of discourse, 
a rigid textual separation between proposition and metadiscourse would undermine 
the role of the latter as an integral realization of meaning. However, as Hyland & Tse 
(2004) point out, while such retextualizations will have different total meanings 
when the message is rewritten or paraphrased for different purposes and audiences, 
they should consist of a recognizable identity of content, because the propositional 
content in principle exists independently of the particular instantiation. Consequently, 
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they caution that while the construction of text clearly involve elements other than 
the ideational content, the proposition content-metadiscourse distinction is necessary 
to start with at the conceptual level in exploring metadiscourse, but it is unwise to 
push this distinction too far in the textual instantiation. 
2.3.2 The interpersonal nature of metadiscourse. 
The distinction between textual and interpersonal functions in the second 
principle is equally problematic in practice. This is mainly because "textual resources 
do not constitute a neatly separable set which can be clearly distinguished from either 
prepositional or interpersonal aspects" (Hyland & Tse, 2004:162). Essentially, the 
textual function has an enabling role (Eggins, 1994:273). It is intrinsic to language 
and is crucial in construing and organizing both prepositional and interpersonal 
meanings which, unlike textual meanings, represent extra-linguistic phenomena. In 
other words, textuality can be seen as ‘‘analogous to syntax，’ (Hyland & Tse, 
2004:164), in a sense that it is a general property of the realization of discourse. In 
fact, most textual metadiscourse signals do not only create textual links, but also 
express prepositional and interpersonal meanings. Two examples of this overlap of 
functions suggested by Hyland & Tse (2004) were conjunctions and modal adjuncts 
in thematic position. They posited that while conjunctions, such as nevertheless, as a 
result, and in contrast, flinction textually to relate a clause to the preceding text, they 
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also function ideationally to signal the writer's understanding of the logical 
relationships between ideas and thus extend or elaborate prepositional meanings. 
Likewise, thematized modal or comment adjuncts, such as probably, perhaps, and 
surprisingly, indicate an interpersonal relationship to the reader or the position being 
taken, as well as package this attitude in a textually prominent position and construct 
a frame for the development of the message. These observations are similarly 
reported in Thompson & Zhou,s (2000) discussion on what they called "evaluative 
disjuncts” (e.g. admittedly, surprisingly, certainly), which have their interpersonal 
function inextricably combined with a textual cohesive function (Thompson & Zhou, 
2000:124). 
Hyland & Tse (2004) argued that the explicit signaling of text organization 
is motivated by the writer's awareness of self and of the reader when writing because 
by so doing，the writer indicates his or her sensitivity to the context of discourse and 
makes predictions about the audience's knowledge and responses. They concluded, 
therefore, what is commonly referred to as textual metadiscourse actually contributes 
to the interpersonal features of a text as well in that it takes account of the reader's 
knowledge, textual experiences, and processing needs. 
2.3.3 The distinction between internal and external relations. 
In the previous section, it was noted that the so-called textual items can 
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realize either interpersonal or propositional functions depending on their context, so 
to distinguish their primary function in the discourse, Hyland & Tse (2004) proposed 
a third principle of metadiscourse: the distinction between internal and external 
reference, and posited that only internal reference should be considered as 
metadiscourse. 
The principle concerns the division between internal relations, which refer 
to connections between propositions in the text and the organization of discourse as 
an argument, as opposed to external relations, which connect activities and situations 
outside the text and represent experience as a series of events (Martin, 1992). In 
other words, almost all conjunctive relations are liable to both an ‘external, as well as 
an 'internal' interpretation as explained by Halliday & Hasan (1976): 
The essential fact here is that communication is itself a process, albeit a 
process of a special kind, and that the salient event in the process is the 
text. It is this that makes it possible for there to be two closely analogous 
sets of conjunctive relations: those which exist as relations between 
external phenomena and those which are as it were internal to the 
communication. 
(Halliday & Hasan, 1976:240). 
This can be illustrated by the case of temporal connectors {e.g. first, finally 
and next), which can have an ‘internal，as well as an 'external' readings. As opposed 
to the time which refers externally to the temporal sequence of the events in the 
physical world, the time that connectors in their internal sense refer to is the temporal 
2 5 
unfolding of the discourse itself. As pointed out by Halliday (1994), in terms of the 
functional components of meanings, it is "interpersonal time not experiential time" 
(Halliday, 1994:325). 
Hyland & Tse (2004) further pointed out that this internal/external 
distinction is similar to that made in modal logic between de re and de dicto modality, 
or between what Palmer (1990) called epistemic and dynamic modality. In essence, 
there is one set of modal meanings which signal the writer's assessments of 
possibilities and his or her commitment to the truth of a proposition, and there is 
another set which concerns the role of enabling conditions and refers to external 
circumstances which can affect the outcome of the proposition. Only the former type 
is interpersonal in nature and is therefore considered as metadiscourse. 
Obviously this distinction between external and internal relations, or 
between matters in the world and those in the discourse, is essential to determining 
the interpersonal (or metadiscoursal) from the ideational (prepositional). While 
metadiscourse is essentially concerned with the organization of discourse or the 
writer's stance towards either its content or the reader (Hyland, 2000:109), it should 
be observed that only features which realize an internal relation are included as 
instances of metadiscourse. 
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2.3.4 Summary. 
In sum, Hyland & Tse (2004) have attempted to evaluate the theory of 
metadiscourse and the link between the concept and Systemic Functional Linguistics 
by reviewing the three principles discussed above. They believed that a distinction 
between metadiscourse and the propositional content of a text is necessary to start 
with, while a broader conceptualization of metadiscourse as an interpersonal feature 
of communication is desirable. Building on these, they attempted to develop a more 
theoretically robust framework of metadiscourse. As this framework is adopted in the 
present study, it is introduced briefly in the next section and explained in more detail 
in the methodology chapter. 
2.4 A Revised Model of Metadiscourse 
Hyland & Tse (2004) concluded all metadiscourse is interpersonal in nature 
as they embody interaction between the writer and readers, and that the interpersonal 
dimension of language can draw on both organizational and evaluative resources, 
which may be seen as what Thompson (2001) referred to as the interactive and 
interactional resources of language respectively. According to Thompson (2001), 
interactive resources refer to the writer's management of the information flow to 
guide readers through the content of the text, and interactional resources refer to the 
writer's explicit interventions to assign speech roles to themselves and the readers, 
2 7 
and to comment on and evaluate materials (Thompson, 2001:59). These two aspects 
of interaction provided a clear conception in developing Hyland & Tse,s (2004) 
model of metadiscourse, which builds on earlier models (see Section 2.2.2) in the 
literature. 
As mentioned on p.23, while textual meaning is intrinsic to language and 
metadiscourse is indeed interpersonal in nature, instead of using the somehow 
misleading terms of textual and interpersonal metadiscourse, Hyland & Tse (2004) 
re-conceptualized these resources as interactive and interactional metadiscourse 
respectively. Such reformulations represent the recognition that these two types of 
resources are the “two sides of the same coin,, (Thompson, 2001:61) as their uses are 
largely motivated by interpersonal considerations. 
Other resources under the two broad categories are also re-named and 
redefined with more refined descriptions where appropriate. Transition markers, for 
example, are comparable to logical connectives in previous models, but here exclude 
temporal connectives, which are considered as overlapping with sequencers and are 
therefore moved to the sub-category of frame markers. Other resources in the 
framework are summarized in Table 4 on the next page and will be explained in more 
detail with examples in Chapter 6. 
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Table 4: Hyland & Tse ’s (2004) model of metadiscourse (Hyland & Tse, 2004:169) 
Category Function Examples 
Interactive resources Help to guide reader through the text 
Transition markers Express semantic relation In addition/ but/ thus/ and 
between main clauses 
Frame markers Refer to discourse acts, Finally/ to conclude/ my 
sequences, or text stages purpose here 
Endophoric markers Refer to information in other Noted above/ see Fig/ in 
parts of the text section 2 
Evidentials Refer to source of According to X/ (Y, 1990)/ 
information from other texts Z states 
Code glosses Help readers grasp functions Namely/ e.g./ such as/ in 
of ideational material other words 
Interactional resources Involve the reader in the argument 
Hedges Withhold writer's full Might/ perhaps/ possible/ 
commitment to proposition about 
Boosters Emphasize force or writer's In fact/ definitely/ it is 
certainty in proposition clear that 
Attitude markers Express writer's attitude to Unfortunately/1 agree/ 
proposition surprisingly 
Engagement markers Explicitly refer to or build Consider/ note that/ you 
relationship with reader can see that 
Self-mentions Explicit reference to 1/ we/ my/ our 
author(s) 
Despite the inadequacies in some of the schemes outlined above, the notion 
of metadiscourse is a concern of numerous studies and has contributed to our 
understanding of text interaction in different genres. These studies are reviewed in 
the next section. 
2.5 Major Investigations on Metadiscourse 
Metadiscourse is found to be vital to effective communication in a wide 
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range of genres and settings. Hyland (1998a), for example, showed that 
metadiscourse is central to the creation of rational, credible and affective appeals in 
company annual reports letters from a range of international and Hong Kong 
companies. Fuertes-Olivera et al (2001) also revealed how metadiscourse helps 
copywriters convey persuasive messages under an informative mask. Metadiscourse 
is also characteristic in spoken genres, such as casual conversations (Schiffrin, 1980) 
and academic lectures (Thompson, 2003), as well as in Darwin's Origin of Species 
(Crismore & Farnsworth, 1989) and science popularizations (Crismore & Farnsworth, 
1990). 
Perhaps owing to its origin in pedagogical writing (Williams, 1981), most 
studies on metadiscourse have been centered on academic genres, such as textbooks 
(e.g. Crismore, 1989; Hyland, 2000), student essays (e.g. Intrarapranal & Steffensen, 
1995; Markkanen, Steffenen & Crismore, 1990), research articles (e.g. Abdi, 2002; 
Hyland, 1998b; Mauranen, 1993a), and postgraduate dissertations (Bunton, 1999; 
Hyland, 2004; Hyland & Tse, 2004; Swales, 1990). Comparative studies on the use 
of metadiscourse by different groups have also been conducted, such as in the writing 
by different cultural groups, (e.g. Mauranen, 1993a; Moreno, 1997; Valero-Garces, 
1996). It appeared to be a critical feature of good academic writing by both native 
and non-native students (Cheng & Steffensen, 1996; Crismore et al, 1993; 
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Intraprawat & Steffensen, 1995) and a characteristic feature of texts produced by 
experienced professionals (e.g. Barton, 1993; Longo, 1994). 
One sub-area of studies which has yielded particularly interesting findings 
is the use of metadiscourse in different academic disciplines. These studies 
highlighted the ways shared experience and conventions within particular discourse 
communities exercise constraints on the use of certain linguistic features. 
In his analysis of 28 research articles in Microbiology, Marketing, 
Astrophysics and Applied Linguistics, Hyland (1998b) found substantial differences 
in the use of metadiscourse across these disciplines both in terms of what he called 
interpersonal and textual resources, as well as more specific features under these two 
broad categories (refer to p.20 for his model). Academics in marketing and applied 
linguistics, for example, may consider interpersonal metadiscourse as more useful in 
their writing, while astrophysics and biology data revealed a preference for textual 
forms. In particular, the lower frequencies of attitude and relational markers and the 
higher instances of evidential markers in astrophysics and biology suggest a 
reluctance to project a prominent authorial presence in presenting claims and a need 
to construct an appropriate and mutually significant context for the audience in their 
community. 
Hyland (2000) explored these disciplinary differences further in his 
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extensive study of textbook chapters from eight disciplines. It was found that while 
writers used more textual than interpersonal metadiscourse in textbooks overall, the 
use of these textual items is also heavier than in other texts intended for a specialist 
audience. These were perhaps due to the instructional role of the genre which implies 
a concern for writers in all disciplines to carefully set out materials and their 
connections for learners. Patterns of disciplinary variations were also observed, 
however. For example, the hard knowledge fields such as engineering and physics, 
displayed higher instances of endophoric markers, directing readers to the 
diagrammatic materials which are common in the illustration of ideas in the hard 
fields genres. The use of interpersonal metadiscourse, on the other hand, was higher 
overall in the soft knowledge disciplines, which seemed to reflect a need to project 
authorial status and engage with readers in the more discursive argument. 
Similar findings were reported by Abdi (2002), who analyzed the use of 
interpersonal metadiscourse in 55 research articles from social and natural sciences. 
He suggested that social sciences writers employed interpersonal metadiscourse more 
frequently than natural sciences writers because natural sciences writers did not feel 
as much need to reach their audience and to add a subjective flavor to their 
representational informational. 
More recently, Hyland & Tse (2004) analyzed the use of metadiscourse in 
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postgraduate dissertations in six disciplines using the revised framework (see p.29). 
Variations were observed both in terms of degrees and disciplines of study. They 
found that, for instance, PhD texts contained more metadiscourse and reflected more 
sophisticated attempts to engage with readers and structure elaborated arguments. In 
terms of disciplinary variations, interactional metadiscourse, particularly 
self-mentions and engagement markers, tended to occur more frequently in the soft 
knowledge disciplines, reflecting the greater role of explicit personal interpretation of 
research in the humanities and social sciences. On the other hand, the use of 
evidentials in biology dissertations was extremely frequent, suggesting the special 
emphasis in relating to, building on, and acknowledging the preceding work of other 
authors in the knowledge construction in the discipline. 
2.6 Chapter Summary 
As we have seen above, metadiscourse is a key feature of interaction in 
discourse and its use is sensitive to the contextual constraints in both the disciplinary 
community and genre setting. While there is a large body of literature on this relation 
in a range of academic genres, it is surprising that almost none of the studies has 
examined metadiscourse features specifically in the genre of academic book reviews. 
Yet, as one of the gatekeepers in the academy, the genre has obviously attracted some 
attention. In the next chapter, we shall examine the investigations into the genre in 
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3. The Genre of Academic Book Reviews 
As noted in the previous chapter, while metadiscourse has been the focus 
of study in many academic genres, less attention has been devoted to investigating 
similar features specifically in the genre of academic book reviews. The book review, 
however, is an essential channel for the communication and construction of 
disciplinary knowledge. This chapter sets out to explore the position of book 
reviewing in academia and the role of book review as a site of disciplinary 
engagement. It will also discuss some characteristic features of book review and the 
similarities and differences in their uses by writers in various disciplines. 
3.1 Book Reviewing in Academia 
The origin of the book review was a response to the blossoming in book 
publishing in the mid-seventeenth century (Miranda, 1996). The initial purpose of 
book reviewing was to record publications, summarize them and give readers a 
universal account of the state of knowledge. However, this practice of summarizing 
publications uncritically was abandoned since the publication of The Edinburgh 
Review in 1802, which advocated more selective and critical book reviewing and 
encouraged reviewers to go beyond mere observations in their writing (ibid: 
192-193). 
This practice of including reviewer's opinions in a book review is now 
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common in most academic journals and the genre is generally characterized as both 
descriptive and evaluative (King, 1968, cited in Wadford, 1986:5). The reviewer 
would indicate to the reading public some general ideas of the book written by their 
professional peer, as well as offer a critique, an evaluation or merit of the work. Thus, 
Lindholm-Romantschuk (1998) defines the academic book review as "the public 
evaluations of research, a way of recognizing work done in one's own field, and a 
vehicle for bringing attention to potentially useful work done in one's own and in 
other fields" (Lindholm-Romantschuk, 1998:85). As such, the book review section in 
journals help the professional peer to see how new work might fit into the existing 
literature and to decide which books merit closer scrutiny in the light of knowledge 
explosion. For the book authors, it also increases the publicity of their work and 
provides a channel for them to get recognition and feedback on it. Equally 
importantly, the book review section offers visibility and provides an alternative 
platform for established scholars to remain professionally active, while opening the 
door for junior scholars to take part in and make their contribution to the mainstream 
of academia (e.g. Hyland, 2000; Walford, 1986). While books remain the central 
means for publishing new work and building an academic reputation especially in the 
social sciences and humanities, book reviews continue to play a significant role in 
the scholarly communication (Hyland, 2000), and owing to their publication forum 
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(i.e. the academic journals), it is possible that book reviews are more widely read 
than the books themselves (Lindholm-Romantschuk, 1998). 
Nevertheless, the importance of book reviews tends to be overlooked, and 
a survey on the book review literature suggests that the genre does not always enjoy 
a high status in academia. They are sometimes considered as "second-class citizens" 
(Riley & Spreitzer, 1970:361), partly because of their format and length. There are 
few publications which are produced exclusively for book reviews (Hoge & West, 
1979), and such reviews are more often allowed only limited space at the back of the 
disciplinary journals which limits the length of the contributions and thus 
discourages the development of serious arguments. Some researchers note that book 
reviews rarely carry references to previous literature in the field (Klemp, 1981), and 
they are not often cited in the literature either (Diodato, 1984). While these may not 
be true at least in some fields in which there are journals dedicated exclusively to 
book reviewing (e.g. Contemporary Sociology in Sociology, cited in Ingram & Mills, 
1989:631) and book reviews are used as bases for academic promotions (Glenn, 
1978), a more commonly held view is that a book review is not an original piece of 
writing, because it is essentially a parasitic form of literature reliant on the work 
being reviewed (Miranda, 1996), or as Riley & Spreitzer (1970) suggest, a 
"secondary or derivative literature". 
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Such a view, however, tends to undermine the fact that the book review is a 
genre of its own which contributes to the maintenance and creation of disciplinary 
knowledge and cultures — a perspective elaborated in the following section. 
3.2 Book Review as a Site for Disciplinary Engagement 
While a book review is in its very nature associated with the book it 
evaluates, it performs distinctive communicative purposes in the scholarly 
community and many reject the view that book reviews are merely something 
parasitic to the journals. Rather, researchers maintain that the book review is an 
essential genre in its own right. Schubert et al (1984), for example, point out that 
book reviews are unique in that they are visible manifestations of the peer review 
process. Similarly, Lindholm-Romantschuk (1998) argues that book reviews are 
distinct not only because they are the most public form of peer review in existence 
today, but also because they represent a post-publication review process as the work 
under review has already gone through a lengthy evaluation procedure within the 
publishing house. 
Perhaps more importantly, in reporting and evaluating research findings in 
a more or less condensed and expert manner, a book review publicly sets out to 
establish standards, assess merits and indirectly evaluate reputations (Hyland, 2000). 
By their role as gatekeepers and evaluators, book reviews determine what work is 
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considered good and what is unimportant (Becher, 1987). Thus, while writing in 
most kinds of discourse is seen as not only passively reflecting the cultures in the 
disciplines but also producing them, such a view applies particularly aptly to book 
reviews. They generate dialogue between members of the community (Wiliss, 1997), 
and provide a platform for members in a community to engage with each other's 
ideas and analyses in some accepted mechanisms. As such, the book review section 
of journals functions as ‘‘a change agent, creating a critical climate of opinion" 
(Miranda, 1996:191), or as Hyland (2000:41) suggests, “a crucial site of disciplinary 
engagement". 
Unlike most other academic genres which respond to a general body of 
literature, a book review is a direct, public, and often critical encounter with a 
particular text and its author (Hyland, 2000). It is, as noted above, carried out as a 
post-publication practice, and the anonymity rule which usually operates in the case 
of other peer reviewing processes does not apply in this instance 
(Lindholm-Romantschuk, 1998). In other words, book reviews are subjected to 
professional scrutiny from the field at large, and evaluation as a potentially face 
damaging act must be carefully crafted because while positive evaluations may 
stimulate general cohesion among members (Wiliss, 1997), as a highly evaluative 
process carried out in a public forum and directed at a specific author, criticisms 
3 9 
carry great risks of personal conflicts (Hyland, 2000). Consequently, negotiating 
social interactions is critical in this genre, and a good review must demonstrate an 
expert understanding of the issue while simultaneously minimizing the potential 
threats. 
Although as Hyland (2000) suggests, a book review is neither strictly a 
'research-process' genre, nor one of those ‘occluded’ genres in academic life 
identified by Swales (1996), book reviews have tended to be a largely neglected 
genre in applied linguistics until relatively recently. In the next section, we turn to 
examine these recent studies. 
3.3 Studies on Academic Book Reviews 
As an explicitly evaluative genre, book reviews provide an ideal place for 
the examination of disciplinary values and communicative strategies as revealed in 
the expressive acts of praise and criticism. While the genre of book review is unique 
in the distinctive qualities and skills that are demanded of the critical reviewers 
(Miranda, 1996), the linguistic strategies employed to set out evaluations in book 
reviews have been a focus of a number of examinations. One of these is Wiliss 
(1997), who examined the use of hedges in book reviews written in German. He 
concluded that hedges may appear in a multitude of surface forms, and that they were 
a basic interactive strategy to mitigate criticisms. Hyland (2000) noted the tendency 
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of writers to praise global features and criticize specific issues and identified six key 
mitigating strategies for expressing criticisms. These included pairing up criticism 
with praise to soften the negativity of evaluation; hedging and toning down the force 
of the criticisms; accepting personal responsibility for the opinion or attributing it to 
other sources; as well as using metadiscoursal bracketing and indirectness. Similar 
findings were reported by Belcher (1995), who noticed a great deal of cautious 
indirectness in the expression of negative criticisms. She found that the prefacing of 
negative commentary with positive commentary, that is, what Hyland (2000) called 
praise-criticism pairs, tended to be obligatory. Similar softening strategy was also 
frequently noted to tone down the force of specific comments at the local level. 
Another obvious line of research was the identification of evaluative lexis 
in book reviews. Researchers believed the relative frequency in the uses of evaluative 
items would reflect the central values in individual disciplines. Becher (1987) noted 
that a variety of terms were used to encode evaluative statements in different 
disciplines and these terms were associated with the particular meaning-making 
systems of each field. He found that, for instance, high praise was usually conveyed 
by terms like ‘scholarly’ and ‘original, in history, ‘rigorous’ and ‘stimulating，in 
sociology, while physicians preferred to use ‘elegant, and 'economical' to pay tribute 
to high quality work. Similarly, Hyland (2000) reported that ‘significant, and 
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‘insightful’ were important terms for philosophers and marketing specialists, while 
‘detailed’ and ‘up-to-date, were prominent in the hard sciences, and 'comprehensive' 
and ‘practical, tended to be qualities valued by engineers. 
Such a relation between disciplinary values and linguistic forms was also 
revealed in the aspects of the books reviewers were concerned about. While Belcher 
(1995) identified readability and credibility of the author as the most common 
evaluative criteria in the book reviews she examined, Motta-Roth (1996) noted that 
reviewers in economics tended to emphasize models and mathematics in their 
evaluation, while recency in publication and readership were considered as decisive 
criteria for quality in chemistry and linguistics respectively. Similar observations 
were noted in Hyland's (2000) study. His findings tended to suggest, for instance, 
that philosophers and sociologists were more critical of the author's expositions 
while biologists tended to be more positive, and that scientists were far more likely to 
be concerned with publishing issues such as price and printing standards. 
While disciplinary commonality or differences tended to be the focus of 
book review investigations, gender preferences in the use of evaluative adjectives 
were the focus of a study conducted by Romer (2003). Romer (2003) examined 70 
negative evaluative adjectives used by men and women in a corpus of linguistics 
book reviews and reported that empirical findings concerning politeness phenomena 
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in conversational interaction, such as women are more polite and use more hedging 
devices, did not seem to be valid in the context of academic review writing. 
Instead of the relatively explicit evaluative statements as investigated in the 
above studies, Shaw (2004) was interested in what he called 'implicit evaluations', or 
evaluations without specifying an explicit evaluative category. In an analysis of a 
corpus of economic book reviews, he found that readers would be able to recognize 
such implied evaluations because of the fact that evaluations were multiply cued. For 
instance, there is often indication of clause-relations (e.g. but, and, while) to establish 
a relation to a clearly marked evaluation and disambiguate the more implicit one, and 
the polarity of an implicit act can also be inferred from the co-text with the 
assumption that preceding or following sentences carry the same polarity unless 
otherwise marked. Shaw (2004) also noted that while the recognition of evaluation 
would rarely be dependent solely on specialist knowledge, an evaluation can be 
implied by not saying much about the work under review but commenting positively 
on others. 
Apart from these, the structural patterns of book reviews also represented a 
major strand of studies. Although these studies looked at the organization of book 
reviews from slightly different perspectives, they all suggested that the structural 
patterns in book reviews tended to be similar in different disciplines. Belcher (1995) 
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talked about the structure of book reviews in terms of the arrangement of summary 
and critique and identified two basic types of critical review structures. The first one 
was the discrete summary/critique structure, which consisted of three key steps: 
introduction, summary and critique. The second one was the 'cycling' 
summary/critique structure, which, after the introduction, offered alternative 
presentation of summary and critique, producing a pattern of introduction, summary, 
critique, summary, critique ...and so on. On the other hand, Hyland (2000) examined 
the global organization of praise and criticism in book reviews. He found that praise 
was frequently used to open or conclude the reviews, which reflected the reviewer's 
attempt in creating a socially appropriate solidarity framework for the entire text. 
More specifically, Motta-Roth (1996) showed that through repeated uses in the 
scholarly communication, the genre of book review has developed clearly 
recognizable structures which can be characterized by four major rhetorical moves or 
stages: (1) Introducing the book; (2) Outlining the book; (3) Highlighting parts of the 
book; and (4) Providing closing evaluation of the book. She posited that members of 
the discourse community will recognize exemplars of the genre using ‘schemata’，i.e. 
the previous knowledge that guides their expectations about text, specifically the 
expectations constituted by the communicative purposes of introducing and 
evaluating new publications. 
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3.4 Chapter Summary 
This chapter discussed the role of book reviews in the academia, 
particularly, it was stressed that the genre represents a major site of engagement for 
the community members. Various studies were reviewed which looked at different 
aspects of book reviews, including mitigating strategies, evaluative lexis, as well as 
structural patterns. It was noted that while the uses of some features were common 
across the disciplines, some tended to be dissimilar. In addition, as it may be 
observed from the above discussion, apart from Romer's (2003) examination on 
gender preferences in the use evaluative adjectives, public discussion on 
academic-demographic factors in book reviews was almost unknown. However, 
studies on gender in other genres tend to suggest that the dimension may warrant 
closer scrutiny in the relatively neglected genre of academic book reviews. We shall 
turn to these studies on gender in academic writing in the next chapter. 
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4. Gender in Social Interactions 
There has been a very large body of literature on gender in communication 
over the past few decades since the emergence of the women's liberation movement 
in the late 1960s. While some studies concerned the representation of men and 
women, or how men and women are talked about in discourses, others concerned 
how men and women actually talk and attempts have been made to explain the 
differences. In the present study, we are concerned with the latter in the investigation 
of how male and female reviewers manage interaction in academic book reviews. In 
this chapter, therefore, I review some of the relevant studies on gender-preferential 
differences in language use in social interactions. I will start with the distinction of 
sex and gender, and discuss gender as a social construct, then examine some of the 
previous findings on gender in verbal interactions in the literature. At the end, I 
examine specifically some recent investigations of gender in the context of academic 
writing. 
4.1 The Distinction between Sex and Gender 
While one use of gender indicates particular grammatical properties of a 
language, the use of gender in most feminist research concerns humans, that is, 
differences between women and men being socially or culturally learned, mediated 
or constructed (Sunderland, 2004). This use of gender proposes that what we think of 
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as 'womanly' and ‘manly’ behaviour is not dictated by biology, but rather is socially 
constructed (West et al, 1997). Gender as a social construct is thus contrasted with 
the biologically ascribed status of sex. Generally, gender is used to reference socially 
created distinctions between the sexes, and the terms feminine and masculine are 
assigned (Reese, 1995). This distinction between sex and gender is essential because 
“the latter is not an automatic consequence of the former”（Poynton, 1985:4). Thus 
gender as a social construct entails tendencies and variations rather than absolutes, 
and this “shifted the focus from a grim determinism to the possibilities of unlearning 
and releaming, resistance to the existing order, and change on both an individual and 
social level" (Sunderland, 2004:14). 
It should be noted that some researchers, particularly those working in the 
tradition of post-structualist feminism, would disagree that the distinctions between 
sex and gender are as simple as were described above (e.g. Tavris, 1992). West & 
Zimmerman (1991), for example, posited that gender is constantly produced through 
social interaction; that is, gender is not something a person is or has, but something a 
person ‘does’ according to societal rules. From this perspective, gender is not viewed 
as an essential feature of a person, but as a routine ongoing accomplishment of 
interactions (Weatherall, 2002). While the investigations of such moment-to-moment 
performance of gender in immediate contextual interactions (e.g. Baxter, 2002; 
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Bergvall, 1999) is not the line of research that the present study pursues, the study is 
in line with the perception that gender is a social construct and does not assume any 
feminine or masculine behaviour as a direct result from a person's biological sex. It 
must be noted, however, that as Flynn (1988) aptly remarks, we cannot do without 
some notion of essentialism because not being able to talk about women as a group 
on some occasions in specific contexts denies the feminist project altogether. Thus, 
while the present study categorizes women and men as groups for the purpose of 
investigation, caution is taken in talking about similarities women (or men) share as a 
group in constructing their roles without oversimplifying or totalizing their 
experience (Kirsch, 1993; Talbot, 1998). 
4.2 Language and the Social Construction of Gender 
A fundamental domain in which gender is constructed is language use. For 
those who study language and gender, language does not merely reflect a 
pre-existing sexist world, it also actively constructs gender asymmetries within 
specific socio-historical contexts (West et al, 1997). Studies into language and gender 
cover mainly two aspects of the phenomenon: the linguistic system and linguistic 
performance (Brouwer, 1995), which are now understood as part of the single 
process of the social construction of gender (Cameron, 1995; Weatherall, 2002). 
Studies on the linguistic system concern language about women and men (Brouwer, 
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1995: 40), that is, the ways women and men are represented in various genres. 
Fowler (1991), for instance, noted that British newspapers described women and men 
differently through the noun phrases used. While men are more often described in 
terms of their occupational roles, women are described in relation to their marital 
status and family responsibilities (e.g. "wives" and ‘‘mother”). 
Studies on linguistic performance, on the other hand, concern the language 
of women and men (Brouwer, 1995:40)，that is the way women and men make use of 
the linguistic resources available to them. Variation in male/female linguistic 
performance here should not be confused with gender-exclusive differences, which 
are concerned with differences between women's and men's usage where certain 
linguistic forms were reserved exclusively for the use of one gender or the other as 
found in some Native American, African and Australian Aboriginal languages (e.g. 
Brower, 1995). As Coates (1993:44) notes, the kind of variation we are concerned 
with in studying gender as a linguistic construct involves gender-preferential 
differences, that is, while women's and men's language differs, there are no forms 
associated exclusively with one gender, rather there is a tendency for women or men 
to prefer a certain form, as a matter of degrees but not absolutes. While 
gender-preferential differences, if any, are one of the main focuses of the 
examination of book reviews in this study, I shall discuss some major investigations 
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in gender in interactions in more detail in the next section.. 
4.3 Gender in Verbal Interactions 
While early research tended to neglect women's speech and treat men's 
talk as the standard, this tendency has been changed since Robin Lakoff's pioneering 
work on the description of a distinctive ‘women,s language', which is characterized 
by the avoidance of direct and forceful statements and the reliance on forms that 
convey hesitation and uncertainty (Lakoff, 1975). The notion that there might be 
differences between women's and men's talk has stimulated much research on the 
gender-preferential differences in interactions across numerous specific linguistic 
variables. In the following, I provide a brief discussion on the general findings in 
studies on gender in verbal interactions. 
4.3.1 General findings of gender-preferential differences. 
Most of the early research in gender and language use has largely focused 
on verbal communication. Such research typically examines conversational 
dominance and the language features used by individuals in interaction. Men have 
been found to give more opinions (Tannen, 1990), dominate conversations by taking 
longer turns (Herring, et al, 1995), interrupt more (Carli, 1990; Zimmerman & West, 
1975), prefer impersonal forms (Herbert, 1990; Holmes, 1988) and use more direct 
forms of speech (Goodwin, 1980; 1988; Mulac et al, 2001). In contrast, women tend 
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to use more polite forms (Holmes, 1995), give more compliments (Holmes 1988), 
use more questions (Fishman, 1980), intensifiers (Herbert, 1990; Fitzpatrick, Mulac 
& Dindia, 1995), and mitigated and personalized forms (Goodwin, 1980; 1988; 
Holmes, 1988; Herbert, 1990). 
In addition, fine-grained close functional analysis suggests that men and 
women might use the same forms to express different meanings. Holmes (1995), for 
example, demonstrated the different functions of tag questions. She found that 
women used significantly more facilitative tags than men did to express solidarity 
and encourage a participant to contribute to the talk, while men used more epistemic 
tags requesting reassurance or confirmation of the validity of their propositions 
(Holmes, 1995:80-82). 
4.3.2 Interpretation of gender-preferential differences. 
The above findings suggest that men and women tend to make differential 
choices on the linguistic resources available to them in interactions, which seems to 
reflect and sustain the stereotypical perception that male speakers employ a 
competitive style of discourse while women prefer a more co-operative style (e.g. 
Tannen, 1990). Some researchers interpret linguistic differences in women's and 
men's speech as a result of different sociolinguistic subcultures that women and men 
belong to (e.g. Tannen, 1984) and posit that men's and women's styles are different 
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but both styles are valid, and we should acknowledge gender differences without 
making value judgments on their content (Tannen, 1994). However, this perspective 
has been attacked for the overriding preoccupation with dichotomized gender 
differences which reinforces rather than challenges stereotypes, as well as for the 
ignorance of other factors (e.g. Cameron, 1995; Stokoe, 1998). It was found that, for 
example, the dichotomized patterns would become more complicated when the 
professional status of the participants was taken into account. On the one hand, the 
tendency for women to adopt a facilitative role in conversations seemed to be 
supported by Coates's (1989) and Cameron et al's (1989) findings that women used 
more facilitative than epistemic tags; on the other, Cameron et al (1989) remarked 
that the pattern is very different in the speech involving speakers in ‘powerful，and 
‘powerless’ speaking roles. They found that in 'powerful' roles, both women and 
men use facilitative tags to encourage other participants to speak, whereas both 
women and men rely exclusively on tags that seek reassurance for their opinion when 
they are in 'powerless' roles. Similarly, Harris (1984) explained that because the use 
of questions obliges the addressee both to produce an answer and to produce an 
answer that is conversationally relevant, powerful participants would use more 
questions than less powerful ones. This observation is confirmed by findings from 
different kinds of asymmetrical discourses, such as doctor-patient interaction (West, 
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1984) and teacher-pupil interaction (Stubbs, 1983). 
Thus it seems that at least in some situations, there are other relevant 
variables, not only gender, which would affect an individual's choices of linguistic 
features. As Cameron (1992) remarks, “in order to understand the relationship 
between language and gender, it is necessary to examine the linguistic resources 
women and men use as they act in particular social capacities; to identify the 
pragmatic functions and interactional functions they accomplish through these acts; 
and only then is it possible to consider the difference gender makes" (Cameron, 
1992:13). In the next section, we consider gender in a context with which the present 
study is concerned - gender in academic writing. 
4.4 Gender in the Academic Context 
While the above literature shows that men and women tend to make 
differential choices on the linguistic resources available to them in interactions and 
that such choices may also be affected by the relative status of the participants in 
interaction, Kirsch (1993), among others, believes that these different linguistic 
preferences of men and women might problematize academic discourse for many 
women writers. This is because while women tend to be seen as “others” and 
"outsiders" in the traditionally male-dominant academic community (Gunnarson, 
1997; Kirsch, 1993)，it is often maintained that the dominant style of academic 
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writing reflects masculine values which stress competition, rationality and objectivity 
at the expense of the feminine values of emotion and subjectivity (Harding, 1990, in 
Robson et al, 2002). As Bleich (1990) argues, there is a ‘genre inequality' in 
academic setting in which one genre — the rational, persuasive arguments — is 
privileged over all other genres. 
It seems, then, that if an individual is to succeed in the academy, he or she 
may have to adopt the masculine style of writing mentioned above. It may therefore 
be expected that gender-preferential differences in language use reported in other 
studies would be suppressed by the requirements of academic writing. Keroes (1990), 
for example, confirmed Lakoff's (1975) claim that academic women are among those 
women least likely to use 'women's language' because their academic style overrides 
such potential use. However, as shown in the studies presented in the next section, 
this notion of academic style overriding gender-linked preferences is less than 
conclusive. 
4.4.1 Major investigations on gender in academic writing. 
Research has been carried out to examine whether gender-preferential 
differences reported in other studies (refer to p.50-51) would remain in academic 
writing. 
Flynn (1988) conducted an analysis of undergraduate writing and found 
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that women's style of argument differs from men's in that women tend to be 
affiliative rather than competitive or objectifying. This is supported by Rubin & 
Greene's (1992) findings that women are twice as likely to acknowledge other 
positions and viewpoints in their writing than men are, displaying a concern for a less 
confrontational and a more affiliative style. Concerning complimenting behaviours in 
peer reviews written by students, Johnson & Roen (1992; Roen & Johnson, 1992) 
found that not only did women use more positive evaluative items, they also use 
compliment intensifiers more frequently than did men. Women also expressed more 
personalized compliments than did men and they are also found to be attending to the 
gender of the addressee more than did their male counterparts. In addition, while it is 
more typical for females than males to include politeness markers (Rubin & Greene, 
1992), men are found to use certainty markers more often than women (Crismore et 
al, 1993), which is also supported by Francis et al's (2001) findings that a bold style 
was adopted slightly more frequently by men. 
While these findings tend to support the notion that gender-preferential 
differences are found beyond conversations, and also in academic writing, 
contrasting findings which support the opposite are also reported from other studies. 
Lynch & Strauss-Noll (1987) found little difference in the use of 'forceful ' or 'mild 
arguments' between male and female writing. Likewise, Francis et al (2001) 
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suggested that the academic writing of men and women is far more similar than it is 
different. In particular, as opposed to Rubin & Greene's (1992) findings, they found 
that male and female students considered opposing views to the same extent in their 
essays, and as opposed to findings in speech, they found no evidence to suggest that 
there was less use of tentative phrases in male writing. A similar conclusion is 
reached by Robson et al (2002), whose study supported the view that assertive and 
confident expressions of argument may be a general marker of academic discourse, 
and are used by both men and women. 
4.4.2 Implications of the findings. 
As shown above, research findings of gender- preferential differences in academic 
writing have been inconsistent. On the one hand, studies which reported differential 
preferences by women and men in academic writing may support the notion that 
women and men do have different verbal cultures (e.g. Tannen, 1984). On the other, 
studies which showed male and female academic writing styles shared more 
similarities than they did differences may support the notion that gender is a shifting 
category, and “each individual subject must constantly negotiate the norms, 
behaviours, discourses, that define masculinity and femininity for a particular 
community at a particular point in history" (Cameron, 1995:43). In addition, it may 
be observed that most of the studies reported are concerned with students' writing, 
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while it is often demonstrated that experts' writings display different patterns from 
those by novices (e.g. Crammond, 1998). Thus, it seems desirable to extend the 
investigation into expert writing and to further pin down the investigation to specific 
genres in the academy. 
4.5 Chapter Summary 
In this chapter, I presented different views on the distinction of sex and 
gender and the notion that gender is socially constructed. Starting from the context of 
verbal conversations, I explored the notion of gender-preferential differences in the 
use of linguistic features in social interactions. In the final section, I discussed the 
masculine norms in the academia and the inconsistent findings reported in studies of 
language used by male and female academics. In the next chapter, I attempt to 
summarize what we have discussed so far. 
5 7 
5. Formulation of Research Questions 
Following the review of relevant literature in the previous three chapters, 
this chapter explains the emergence of the research focus of the present study. In 
Section 5.1,1 summarize the main issues discussed so far and explain their 
implications. In Section 5.2,1 identify the focus for investigation and set out the 
research questions pursued in this study. 
5.1 Summary and Implications of Previous Studies 
It is generally believed that the examination of interaction in academic 
writing would help us understand the construction and maintenance of knowledge in 
various disciplines. As shown in Chapter 2, such academic interaction has been 
studied through analyses of metadiscourse in a wide range of academic genres, such 
as dissertations, textbooks and research articles, where disciplinary differences were 
reported in the uses of these features. 
Perhaps surprisingly, studies with a specific focus on similar interactive 
features in the highly interpersonal genre of academic book review are almost 
unknown. Our investigation into book reviews in Chapter 3, however, suggests that 
this relatively neglected genre deserves more attention, because it is an important site 
of engagement in which disciplinary knowledge is scrutinized, constructed and 
maintained. While studies in other aspects, such as lexical items and organizational 
5 8 
structure, revealed that the appropriate linguistic forms in book reviews are often as 
disciplinary-specific as they are in other academic genres, the cross-disciplinary 
examination of metadiscourse seems desirable to better understand how intellectual 
knowledge and interpersonal relationships are negotiated in the genre. 
In addition, the variable of gender may represent another strand of research 
that needs further investigations. As shown in Chapter 3, Romer (2003; refer to p.42) 
represented the only study with a focus on gender in academic book reviews. 
Although no significant difference between men and women in the uses of negative 
evaluative adjectives was reported by Romer (2003), as we saw in Chapter 4, the 
study of gender in other academic genres yielded inconsistent findings and warranted 
further research. Since Romer's (2003) study is restricted to the uses of negative 
evaluative adjectives in book reviews in applied linguistics only, there is a need to 
extend the investigations into a more extensive range of features in book reviews and 
into more disciplines, which may reveal different pictures. 
Consequent to the above discussion, the present study is conducted to 
examine gender and disciplinary variations in the use of a range of interactive 
features which help construe meanings in academic book reviews. The examination 
is conducted through analyses of metadiscourse, which is shown to be constructive in 
investigations into other academic genres (refer to Chapter 2). 
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In the next section, I set out the research questions again to help readers 
recap the direction of the study before explaining specifically how it is conducted in 
the next chapter. 
5.2 Research Questions 
As mentioned in Chapter 1, the present investigation is guided by the 
following research questions: 
1. What are the characteristic patterns of interaction in academic book reviews in 
terms of metadiscourse? 
2. What are the possible explanations for the characteristic patterns? 
3. Do these patterns vary with the disciplines in which they are found, and how can 
any variations found be accounted for? 
4. Do these patterns vary with the gender of the reviewer and the book author, and 
how can any variations found be accounted for? 
These questions should provide us with reasonably systematic guidelines to 
learn more about the negotiation of intellectual knowledge and interpersonal 
relationship in the genre of academic book reviews and its gender and disciplinary 
variations. 
In the following chapter, the specific framework of analysis employed to 
answer these questions will be introduced, followed by a preliminary evaluation on 
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its appropriateness and feasibility. 
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6. Theoretical & Methodological Considerations 
The research questions set out in the last section were addressed from the 
theoretical perspective of metadiscourse by using authentic examples of the genre. To 
do this, a corpus of book reviews was collected for analysis, and subject interviews 
were conducted to complement textual interpretations. Before I explain the 
approaches in more detail, a brief introduction to corpus analysis will first be given. 
Then we will move on to issues concerning data collection and organization. Section 
6.3 discusses the notion of metadiscourse further, followed by a description of the 
procedures of investigation. At the end of this chapter, I report on some 
modifications and decisions made on specific designs and analytical criteria 
consequent to a pilot study and preliminary evaluation on the proposed approaches. 
6.1 A Corpus-based Approach 
A corpus can be described as “a large collection of authentic texts that have 
been gathered in electronic form according to a specific set of criteria" (Bowker & 
Pearson, 2002:1). As summarized in Biber et al (1998), a corpus-based analysis has 
four essential characteristics: 
a. it is empirical, analyzing the actual patterns of use in natural texts; 
b. it utilizes a large and principled collection of natural texts, known as a 
'corpus ’，as the basis for analysis; 
c. it makes extensive use of computers for analysis, using both automatic 
and interactive techniques： and 
d. it depends on both quantitative and qualitative analytical techniques. 
(Biber et al, 1998:4) 
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A corpus-based approach is considered as suitable for the examination of 
book reviews in the present study because it enables the research to be carried out in 
accordance with its underlying assumptions (refer to Section 1.1). Specifically, the 
use of authentic data instead of 'invented' examples allows us to draw connection 
between text and context as the disciplinary background of the reviewers is the lens 
through which they evaluate the work. By engaging with their materials and their 
audience, reviewers contribute to the maintenance and construction of norms and 
practices in their disciplines. Authentic data is therefore essential in investigating 
such relations between linguistic forms and cultures in disciplinary communities. In 
addition, as mentioned in Section 1.2.2, the present study follows the dematerializing 
texts approach in analyzing interaction in book reviews. The approach abstracts texts 
away from any particular authors or readers to make assumptions about the relations 
between linguistic forms and rhetorical effects within particular communities (Myers, 
1999). A corpus-based approach is therefore appropriate as it enables the 
examination of large quantity of texts with the help of a computer to reveal 
interaction as a collection of rhetorical choices rather than as specific encounters of 
people with texts (Hyland, 2000). Further, a corpus-based analysis complements the 
framework of metadiscourse because while the examination of metadiscourse 
involves a list of functional features and does not have to start with a close manual 
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reading of all the texts, corpus analytic tools would efficiently generate quantitative 
patterns of the uses of the features and allow us to include qualitative, functional 
interpretations of such patterns. 
Obviously, corpus-based investigations also have their limitations. A 
corpus, however large in size, can do no better than representing a partial view of the 
idiosyncratic linguistic practices in a community. It would not give information about 
whether an expression or usage is possible or not, but only if it is frequent or not. It 
would not offer interpretation of the patterns, nor would it reveal the complete 
context of the production and reception of texts (e.g. Hunston, 2002). All these mean 
that corpus analysis has to be complemented with other perspectives. In the present 
study, the theoretical notion of metadiscourse served to facilitate the exploration and 
interpretation of the corpus data, while interviews with participants who engaged in 
the collective creation and interpretation of texts in their disciplines were conducted 
to offer perspectives unobtainable from the corpus. These are elaborated in the rest of 
the chapter. 
6.2 Data Collection & Organization 
As mentioned above, a corpus-based approach involves the collection of 
authentic examples of the genre under study. This section starts with a discussion on 
the selection of disciplines from which these samples were taken, then it explains the 
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criteria used in compiling the corpus and conducting the interviews. 
6.2.1 Selection of Disciplines 
Owing to the inter-disciplinary nature in higher education today, 
identifying the exact location in the knowledge domains of a particular discipline can 
be a complex issue. The overlap between methods and epistemologies in various 
disciplines implies that even members in the same disciplinary community would 
ally themselves with different overarching groups (Coffin & Hewings, 2003). 
However, as Kolb (1981) points out, classification of disciplines ‘cannot do justice to 
the complexity and variation of inquiry process and knowledge structures in various 
disciplines', but they do ‘identify useful dimensions for describing [disciplinary] 
variations' (Kolb, 1981, cited in Becher & Trowler，2001:39). Thus, while the 
complexity of demarcating disciplines was recognized, to begin with, an initial 
decision was made to obtain data from three disciplines which roughly corresponded 
to the humanities, social sciences, and sciences as capturing a continuum of 
academic knowledge (MacDonald, 1994). This decision was motivated by an attempt 
to keep the project into a manageable scale while dismissing the pure opposition 
between extremes, since, by comparison, results obtained in the analysis of specific 
features in a third discipline may help clarify the role of the same features in the 
other two (Motta Roth, 1996). Initially, applied linguistics, sociology and biology 
6 5 
were chosen to represent humanities, social sciences, and sciences respectively, but 
for reasons mentioned in Section 6.5.2 below, applied linguistics was considered 
inappropriate and was therefore replaced later by philosophy. The precise choice of 
disciplines was mainly guided by the availability of textual data and informants. It 
was, for example, difficult to obtain book reviews with balanced gender 
combinations of reviewer and author from traditionally male-dominated fields, 
particularly in the hard sciences where there tended to be a very limited number of 
woman writers. Biology was therefore chosen as it was the only hard science 
discipline attempted with sufficient data available. A review of relevant literature on 
the division of academic communities (e.g. Becher & Trowler, 2001; MacDonald, 
1994) as the research progressed also informed the selection. These, however, did not 
imply any presupposition of the author's understandings of specific characteristics in 
any of these disciplines. In the following, the collection of textual and interview data 
in these disciplines will be described. 
6.2.2 Collection of Textual Data for Corpus Compilation 
6.2.2.1 Selection of hook reviews. 
Apart from the choice of disciplines, another matter that concerned corpus 
design was the selection of book reviews to be examined. The selection was guided 
by several criteria. First, the reviews should be obtained from journals representative 
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in the disciplines under study. A journal was considered as representative if it is 
subscribed by local university libraries and judged as central and significant by the 
subject specialists interviewed in the respective fields. Secondly, reviews on course 
books or reference books (e.g. dictionaries) were avoided because of their centrally 
didactic nature which tended to restrict the evaluation to certain predictable 
dimensions. While in principle any type of book can be adopted as course book 
depending on individual curriculum and teacher's preference, I avoided books which 
were explicitly so from the title, such as Introduction to Sociology, and consulted my 
specialist informants on the appropriateness of the final reviews chosen. Lastly, since 
gender was one of the variables studied, only reviews in which the genders of the 
author and the reviewer could be identified were included. In other words, where the 
gender of an author or reviewer was unclear and was not recoverable from the texts 
because the name was gender-neutral, because only initials were used, or because the 
name was from a culture whose naming conventions were unfamiliar to me, the 
reviews were not considered appropriate. Moreover, reviews of translated or edited 
books or multiple book reviews on several books with the same theme were omitted 
to facilitate gender identification and reduce the number of variables that may affect 
the findings as far as possible. 
In short, the corpus consisted individual book reviews on single-authored 
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books with identifiable reviewer and author's gender collected from representative 
journals in the disciplines. 
6.2.2.2 Collection and organization of texts. 
Under the constraints of time and availability of data which met the above 
selection criteria, 84 book reviews were collected. With the permission of the project 
principal investigator, Professor Ken Hyland, 56 of these book reviews were 
obtained from a database that I have helped in constructing as his research assistant 
for a project funded by a Direct Allocation Grant at the City University of Hong 
Kong. These mainly involved book reviews in biology and sociology and were 
complemented with 28 philosophy book reviews collected especially for the purposes 
of this study. All of these book reviews, including those from Professor Hyland's 
database, have never been analyzed in any other project before. 
Apart from those book reviews available from the database or from 
journals downloadable from the Internet, the texts were photocopied from the 
journals available in a local library, scanned with a computer, and converted into a 
text-only (i.e. txt.) format which is recognizable to the text analysis programmes 
employed. The whole collection of texts was then checked manually to restore any 
misspellings caused during the conversion into the text-only format, and 
subsequently stored in different folders on a computer according to the gender 
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combinations of reviewer and book author in each discipline. In other words, three 
individual sub-corpora were constructed for the three disciplines, within which 
smaller divisions of texts were made according to each gender combination of 
reviewer and book author. The organization of corpus is summarized in Table 5 and a 
full profile of the corpus is attached in Appendix A. 
Table 5: Corpus organization according to gender combination of reviewer and book 
author and discipline 
Gender Corpus Profile 
Reviewer Book Author Gender Code No. of texts 
Female Female FF 7 
Female Male FM 7 
Male Female MF 7 
Male Male MM 7 
Number of text in each discipline 28 
Number of discipline 3 
Total number of texts in the corpus 84 
Together, these texts amounted to 87, 782 running words and Table 6 
presents the breakdown of this total into disciplinary and gender combinations. 
Table 6: Breakdown of the number of words in the corpus into different discipline 
and gender combinations 
Gender Discipline Total by gender 
Combination Phil Socio Bio combination 
^ 11,432 5,908 4,469 21,809 
FM 9,419 7,130 3,690 20,239 
MF 10,657 7,368 4,455 22,480 
MM 12J33 6,432 4,089 23,254 
Total by discipline 44,241 26,838 16,703 87,782 
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With reference to the corpus sizes in various small, specialized studies (see 
e.g. Flowerdew, 1996; Ma, 1993), these texts should provide a sufficiently large 
corpus for the purposes of this study, not only because its size is comparable to those 
reported in the literature (see Ma, 1993 for a summary), but also its greater 
specificity means that a smaller corpus is more likely to be adequate (e.g. Flowerdew, 
1996). These textual data were complemented by specialists' perspectives collected 
from participant interviews described in the next section. 
6.2.3 Collection of Interview Data 
While analyses of the corpus described above provided linguistic 
information on the uses of certain features from a textual perspective, this needs to be 
triangulated with the insiders' opinions to achieve greater credibility and plausibility 
of interpretations. Thus, the textual data was supplemented by the participants' own 
perspectives collected by interviews with writers and readers of book reviews and 
with the reviews editors of journals in the disciplines. 
These interviews employed an in-depth, semi-structured format (e.g. 
Cohen & Manion, 1994). A 'semi-structured' format means that the interview is 
guided by a general checklist of points, but it also allows the respondent's interests 
and the resulting shape of the discussion to dictate the order and form in which these 
points are raised (Becher & Trowler, 2001). In the present study, a series of 
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open-ended questions focusing on the characteristic features, writing practices and 
gender or disciplinary preferences in book reviews were used as general guidelines. 
These questions are attached in Appendix B. At the same time, an ' in-depth' format 
implies that the duration of the interview should be extensive enough and the degree 
of rapport strong enough for respondents to discuss complex and perhaps sensitive 
issues (ibid). To this end, correspondence with the informants were conducted before 
the interview sessions to develop mutual rapport and understanding of the interview 
purposes, and at least 45 minutes were allowed for each interview. As the focus was 
on discussing the issues under examination and exploring further lines of inquiry in a 
comprehensive manner but not collecting statistically based information on a 
narrower range of topics, it was therefore not considered essential for every interview 
to include the complete agenda. Follow-up communications, which may be initiated 
by either the informants or the researcher, were also enabled in the form of email 
correspondence when considered necessary, although no such exchange was 
conducted in this study. 
While the opinions of individual informants may not be representative, 
taken together, they indicated a series of idiosyncratic approaches in their 
disciplinary communities and served to supplement and correct linguistic text 
analyses and researcher's interpretations. A total of four interviews were conducted 
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in each discipline. The four interviewees included two males and two females in 
philosophy and sociology, but perhaps owing to the under-representation of women 
in biology, it was unfeasible to achieve similar balance of gender although 
considerable effort was made. Consequently, interviewees in biology were composed 
of one female and three male biologists. The interviews were recorded with two 
unobtrusive recorders and were immediately transcribed after the sessions to allow 
for the identification and comparison of perspectives on different topics within and 
across interviews. The normal conventions of anonymity and confidentiality were 
strictly observed. 
6.3 Textual Analysis 
As noted earlier, this thesis examines interaction in academic book reviews 
through analyses of metadiscourse based on the framework proposed in Hyland & 
Tse (2004). This section explains the framework and analytical procedures in more 
detail. 
6.3.1 Framework of Metadiscourse 
Hyland & Tse，s (2004) approach to metadiscourse builds on previous 
frameworks proposed in the literature (e.g. Crismore et al, 1993; Hyland, 2000; 
Vande Kopple, 1985). It was adopted in this study not only because it provided the 
most recent and developed classifications, but also because it represented a major 
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re-conceptualization of the metadiscourse theory (refer to Chapter 2). 
Hyland & Tse (2004) see metadiscourse as a way of understanding how 
writers express their interpersonal understandings and orientations towards their text 
and their readers. Borrowing Thompson's (2001) useful terms, they distinguish 
between interactive and interactional resources in characterizing academic 
metadiscourse. These are summarized in Table 4 on p.29 and elaborated below with 
examples taken from the present corpus'. 
According to Hyland & Tse (2004), interactive resources refer to features 
which set out an argument to explicitly establish the writer's preferred interpretations. 
They are concerned with ways of organizing discourse to anticipate readers' 
knowledge and reflect the writer's assessment of what needs to be made explicit to 
constrain and guide what can be recovered from the text. These resources include: 
Transition markers, mainly conjunctions, which comprise an array of internal 
devices used to mark additive, contrastive, and consequential steps in discourse, as 
opposed to the external world. These can be illustrated by examples (6.1), (6.2) and 
(6.3) respectively taken from the corpus: 
(6.\) And while useful at the time of their dissemination, approaches which 
continue to assess tourism endlessly repeat well-worn concepts and 
analyses. In addition, the ethnocentric focus on particular kinds of tourist 
has further led to reified categorisations. (Socio corpus) 
‘Examples are coded according to discipline (Phil is Philosophy, Socio is Sociology, and Bio is 
Biology) 
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(6.2) Foundherentism agrees that all empirical justification rests ultimately 
on experience, but rejects the idea that it is knowledge of propositions 
describing experience that constitutes the foundations of empirical 
justification. Rather, experience (perception, memory traces and 
introspection) justifies in virtue of its causing certain beliefs and  
(Phil corpus) 
(6.3) He can therefore explore a subject deeply, even if no one else wants 
to go so deep. As a result, his professions book shook up the discipline. 
(Socio corpus) 
Frame markers, which refer to text boundaries or elements of schematic text 
structure, including items used to sequence, to label text stages, to announce 
discourse goals, and to indicate topic shifts, as (6.4), (6.5), (6.6) and (6.7) 
demonstrate respectively: 
(6.4) It advances two main themes. First, that human understanding of 
animal behavior can be distorted by our cultural biases, especially sexual 
stereotypes. Second, that the behavioral diversity of animals should be 
appreciated for its own sake (Bio corpus) 
(6.5) The aggregate now constitutes an object we have not yet mentioned, a 
third current sum of the Ps, a living animal: my body. (Phil corpus) 
(6.6) I shall here highlight one aspect of the positive view that strikes me as 
being distinctive and illuminating. (Phil corpus) 
(6.7) I turn to the significance of free will In a chapter on that topic, Kane 
writes (Phil corpus) 
Endophoric markers make additional material salient and available to the reader in 
recovering the writer's intentions by referring to other parts of the text, as in (6.8): 
(6.8) As has been noted above, Fraser does acknowledge that identity 
remains important in developing political organisation (Socio corpus) 
Evidentials indicate the source of textual information which originates outside the 
current text. They serve to guide readers' interpretation by evoking shared textual 
experience and establishing an authorial command of the literature (Hyland, 2000): 
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(6.9 ) there are few suggestions about forms of consumption and 
commodification. For instance, Gabriel and Lang (1995) have identified a 
range of forms of consumption (Socio corpus) 
As pointed out by Hyland (2000), while reporting often predicts appraisal, 
it is important to distinguish citation from evaluation. Essentially, evidentials are 
concerned with who is responsible for a position, rather than the writer's stance 
towards the view, which is coded as an interactional feature (see below). 
Code glosses, finally, signal the restatement of ideational information, by explaining, 
exemplifying or reformulating what has been said, to ensure the reader is able to 
recover the writer's intended meaning: 
(6.10) We can believe that individual behaviors such as picking up litter, 
rather than legislating regulations on corporate production of waste, for 
instance, will forestall large-scale environmental degradation. 
(Bio corpus) 
Interactional resources, on the other hand, focus on involving readers in 
the argument by alerting them to the author's perspective towards both prepositional 
information and readers themselves. As Thompson (2001) notes, while interactive 
resources are concerned with interactively molding the text to fit the readers' need, 
such management of the unfolding of the text is brought to the surface with 
interactional resources, i.e. "the text acts out the organizing interactionally instead of 
just embodying it" (Thompson, 2001:61). These interactional resources are 
essentially evaluative and engaging, influencing the degree of intimacy, the 
expression of attitude, epistemic judegement and commitments, as well as the degree 
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of reader involvement. They include: 
Hedges, which mark the writer's reluctance to present prepositional information 
categorically: 
(6.11) Perhaps the most provocative chapter discusses zoopharmacognosy 
-medicinal uses of certain species by animals (Bio corpus) 
Boosters, which imply certainty and emphasize the force of propositions: 
(6.12) Certainly a discussion of the regulation of the market by the state is 
opened up by Hutton and others, but the nature of that regulation and 
whose interests it might serve are fudged. (Socio corpus) 
Attitude markers express the writer's appraisal of prepositional information, 
conveying surprise, obligation, agreement, importance, and so on. 
(6.13) the basic processes governing consumer bio- mass dynamics: GMM 
using a metaphysiological approach (which is surprisingly not explicitly 
defined anywhere in the book) (Bio corpus) 
Engagement markers explicitly address readers, either by selectively focusing their 
attention or by including them as participants in the text through second person 
pronouns, imperatives, question forms and asides (Hyland, 2001): 
(6.14) The answers are for the most part as you might expect in a liberal 
feminist view generally (Phil corpus) 
Self-mentions reflect the extent of author presence in terms of first person pronouns 
and possessives, as in (6.15): 
(6.15) The analysis of subtle aspects of team relations is the best I have 
read to date. (Socio corpus) 
As illustrated above, this framework of metadiscourse provides a means for 
exploring how the reviewers explicitly organize their texts, engage readers, and 
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signal their attitudes to both their materials and their readers throughout the book 
reviews in this study. While as Thompson (2001) points out, the two aspects of 
interaction, interactive and interactional, are “essentially the two sides of the same 
coin,, (Thompson, 2001:61), they contributed to the development of the overall 
interpersonal tenor of the text which is often essential in positioning readers to 
convince them to accept more specific evaluations (Hyland, 2000). Thus, interaction 
in the book reviews was examined based on Hyland & Tse's (2004) classifications. 
The next section explains the procedures of analysis further. 
6.3.2 Procedures of Investigations 
6.3.2.1 Concordancing. 
To examine the frequency and use of metadiscourse in book reviews, the 
corpus was explored using various text analysis programmes on a computer. 
Specifically, WordSmith Tools (Scott, 1999) were employed to generate basic 
statistical information on the corpus, such as the number of running words (as 
reported on Table 6) and general lexical content in each sub-corpus. Concordancing 
tools were then employed to analyze metadiscourse items in the corpus. 
Concordancing is one of the most common procedures in analyzing a corpus (e.g. 
Sinclair, 1991; Biber et al, 1998). A concordance is a collection of the occurrences of 
a feature in selected texts, each in its own textual context (Sinclair, 1991). It was 
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therefore useful for searching and studying instances of specific lexical items in the 
book reviews. 
Features investigated in Hyland (2000), which build on previous studies on 
metadiscourse and represent the only publicly available list of metadiscourse items 
investigated, served as a preliminary list to begin with. These were then 
supplemented with other items suggested by the literature on cohesive and 
interpersonal devices (e.g. Biber et al, 1999; Halliday & Hasan, 1976; Martin, 1992), 
as well as high frequency items from the texts themselves. A total of 214 and 329 
items of interactive and inteactional resources respectively were examined and the 
list is attached in Appendix C. 
A concordance was conducted for each of the target items using WordPilot 
2002 (Milton, 2002), which allowed the researcher to gather all instances of a 
particular form from a corpus, count its frequency of occurrence, and examine each 
item in its context. All target features were systematically examined by myself and a 
portion of these were revisited by a second-coder to ensure that they expressed the 
function under study, as explained in the next part. 
6.3.2.2 Test for inter-coder reliability. 
To ensure the examination was reliable, a second-coder was recruited to 
analyze 5% of the items in each of the metadiscourse sub-categories under 
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investigation. Attempts were made to employ someone who was ideally familiar with 
the metadiscourse literature but without success. However, a second-coder, who is a 
applied linguistics practitioner by her undergraduate and postgraduate education, was 
recruited based on availability, sense of responsibility and general knowledge of the 
issues at hand. 
The second-coder was provided with a few briefing sessions before she 
started working on the analysis and exercises were given for practice. The features 
used for second-coding were randomly selected and included 5% of the total number 
of features investigated. These features were independently coded by the 
second-coder and inter-rater reliability (i.e. correlation or percent of agreement) 
between the analyses by her and myself was measured. An inter-rater reliability of 
0.93 was obtained for this analysis, indicating a high degree of agreement, and 
therefore the coding scheme was considered reliable. 
6.4 Organization and Interpretation of Data 
The frequencies data obtained after the concordance for each 
metadiscourse item was qualitatively examined in each gender and disciplinary 
combination were transferred to Microsoft Excel for simple statistical calculations. 
These mainly involved adding up the number of occurrences of the items in each 
metadiscourse subcategory and normalizing the total in each gender and disciplinary 
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grouping to occurrence per 10,000 words. In this way, any potential bias which might 
result from different text lengths can be avoided in cross-disciplinary or gender 
comparisons. 
These normalized frequencies were carefully considered in each gender 
and disciplinary combination to reveal any pattern or tendency in the use of 
metadiscourse devices. The findings were then interpreted with reference to existing 
literature in various areas, such as disciplinary writing, gender communication and 
the genre of book reviews itself, as well as to the insiders' perspectives obtained in 
the subject interviews described above. 
6.5 Pilot Study & Preliminary Critiques of Approach 
Since Hyland 8c Tse,s (2004) framework has only been applied to analyses 
of postgraduate dissertations (Hyland & Tse, 2004; Hyland, 2004) and no study 
published has examined book reviews using the framework, a pilot analysis, which 
aimed to assess in a relatively short period of time the appropriateness and feasibility 
of the analytical framework, was conducted. 
6.5.1 Materials for Pilot Study 
Materials for the pilot study were taken from the book reviews collected 
from a database that I have assisted in compiling (refer to Section 6.2.2.2). These 
included 84 texts in electronic format from three disciplines: applied linguistics, 
8 0 
sociology and biology. The examination was based on three randomly selected 
metadiscourse items in each of the functional categories. These items are listed in 
Table 7. 
Table 1: Metadiscourse items randomly selected for pilot study 
Category Items for pilot testing 
Interactive resources 
Transition markers In addition/ consequently/ moreover 
Frame markers First/ to conclude/ thus far 
Endophoric markers Table X/ X above/ chapter X 
Evidentials According to X/ cited in/ to quote X 
Code glosses Such as/ in other words/ for instance 
Interactional resources 
Hedges Perhaps/ appear/ likely 
Boosters Certainly/ obviously/ demonstrate 
Attitude markers Interestingly/ desirable/ striking 
Engagement markers Let us/ your/ readers 
Self-mentions 1/ my/ the author 
6.5.2 Evaluation and Revisions Made 
Certain difficulties in the analysis of metadiscourse using the proposed 
framework were noted and revisions were subsequently made where appropriate. The 
difficulties identified were inherited from the metadiscourse framework itself, the 
specific nature of the genre of book reviews, as well as the interplay between the 
two. 
One of these difficulties had been discussed in Hyland & Tse (2004) and 
concerned the distinction between internal relations, which refer to connections 
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between propositions in the text, and external relations, which connect activities and 
situations outside the text (refer to Section 2.3.3). This division between the two 
types of relations was crucial, because only text-internal relations are metadiscoursal 
and relevant to our analysis here, but unfortunately the distinction was not always 
unambiguous. As Halliday (1994:338) points out, 'Despite these indeterminate 
instances, the distinction is a valid one, and important to the creation of texture'. The 
difficulty therefore did not imply the internal-external distinction was not helpful, but 
that examination of concordance lines might not be sufficient, and analyses should be 
based on larger contextual information, which can be easily achieved in WordPilot 
2002 (Milton, 2002)，as well as discussion among the coders in some cases. 
Secondly, informal passes through the book reviews in the pilot study 
highlighted the need to include frequent items from the texts themselves which were 
not included in Hyland (2000), as well as abbreviated forms (e.g. I'll, you 'd, it's) 
which seemed to be characteristic in book reviews but not other academic genres. 
This was achieved by generating a wordlist with WordSmith Tools (Scott, 1999), 
which showed all word-forms appeared in the corpus, as well as by coding manually 
one randomly selected text from each discipline to identify possible metadiscourse 
features in their textual context. As a result of this, a set of new items were added to 
the list used in Hyland (2000). These additional items were included because they 
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clearly perform a metadiscoursal function, such as odd as in “Even if this be true..., it 
seems oM to hold Mill entirely responsible for it:, from philosophy; after all as in 
“The solution proposed is rather too neat after all, it allows the book to end on 
what, in a certain type of academic work” from sociology; and by and large as in 
“But by and larse, this section provides a reasonable introduction to these plants “ 
from biology. A full list of metadiscourse items investigated is attached in Appendix 
C. 
Further, the fact that book review is dependent on the book it evaluates 
means that it would involve remarkably frequent intertextual links to refer to the 
book. Thus, many of the items, particularly frame markers and evidentials, were 
referring to the book under review, so that instances like “in the second chapter “ 
were referring to text stages in the reviewed book rather than those in the review, and 
instances like “according to Smith “ may refer to the book author rather than other 
sources. Similarly, the use of “the author “ as a self-mention strategy was also 
problematic here because it usually referred to the author of the book under review 
rather than the writer of the book review as it was meant to be in the framework. 
While, again, careful examination of the contextual environment sufficed in solving 
the problem, since these observations tended to be specific to the genre of book 
reviews, separate notes were made on them so that they could be referred to for later 
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discussion of findings where relevant. 
The last problem involved the change in the selection of disciplines 
mentioned in Section 6.2.1. It was considered more appropriate to use philosophy 
instead of applied linguistics to represent knowledge-making in the humanities as the 
research progressed for three major reasons. First, more review on the literature on 
disciplinary communities later on suggested that the position of applied linguistics 
along the continuum of knowledge in humanities, social sciences and sciences was 
highly ambiguous and it cannot be comfortably categorized into any of these (e.g. 
Coffin & Hewings, 2003; Motta Roth, 1996). Secondly, informal conversations with 
scholars in applied linguistics also revealed diverse insiders' opinions as to whether 
the discipline belongs to humanities or social sciences. Finally, the writer was aware 
that her own engagement in the discipline would introduce bias in the interpretation 
of findings in this study, and likewise applied linguistics informants' experience in 
similar projects in the discipline would mean that they may be over-conscious of the 
researcher's purposes and thus unintentionally provide predisposed opinions. 
On the other hand, most philosophers interviewed clearly identified 
themselves more with the humanities end of the continuum, and their presumable 
unfamiliarity in applied linguistics research mean that their opinions would be more 
independent. So, consequently it was decided to replace applied linguistics with 
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philosophy, making the final selection of philosophy’ sociology and biology as the 
focused disciplines. Presumably, then, while the analysts' were ignorant about these 
disciplines, none of the informants had a primary research interest in language per se, 
and the chance for biased interpretations would be much lower. 
6.5.3 Other Decisions Made 
Apart from the broader areas of concern mentioned above, a couple of 
specific coding decisions were formulated for consistent analyses of metadiscourse. 
These decisions were made with reference to various perspectives in the literature as 
well as practical experience gained in the pilot analysis. 
One of these concerned the roles of coordinators and subordinators as 
metadiscourse elements. Based on the argument that subordinators are syntactic and 
cannot be removed without affecting the well-formedness of the clause, Markkanen 
et al (1990) and Crismore et al (1993) decided that subordinators are 
non-metadiscoursal and included only coordinators but not subordinators in their 
analyses. However, since a proposition can be expressed in a number of realizations, 
the fact that the writer has chosen to express an idea by a particular realization can 
arguably be seen as a conscious choice that he or she found most appropriate. As 
indication of writer's intervention is one of the underlying ideas in metadiscourse 
analysis, the analysis should not be constrained by syntactic rules. Since 
8 5 
subordinators can be as explicit as coordinators in signaling semantic relationships, 
both of them were included in the framework here and, as with other features, they 
were subjected to careful examination in each case to ensure they expressed the 
functions under study. 
The second decision involved the role of adverbials. Markkanen et al (1990) 
made a distinction between sentence internal and sentence external modifications and 
included only the latter as metadiscourse. While this looks a convenient rule, it tends 
to undermine the flexibility of the positioning of adverbials. As various researchers 
have noted, adverbials are highly mobile and can occur at the sentence initial, medial 
as well as final positions (e.g. Halliday, 1994; Biber et al, 1999). To reflect authentic 
practices as close as possible, the analyses in this study were not limited to adverbials 
occurring at a certain position. Instead decisions were once again dependent on the 
pragmatic context in which the features occurred. 
6.6 Chapter Summary 
In this chapter, I discussed issues concerning data collection and 
organization, elaborated on the framework underlying the analysis and the 
procedures of investigations. I also described modifications in the approaches 
consequent to the pilot study. In the following chapter, I report and discuss the 
findings which emerged from the approaches proposed in this chapter. 
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7. Findings & Discussions 
This chapter presents the findings of the present study on metadiscourse in 
academic book reviews. Drawing on previous literature, examples from the corpus, 
as well as informants' perspectives, I attempt to offer interpretations on the 
disciplinary and gender patterns on the use of metadiscourse features. I shall start 
with the overall picture, moving on to describe the distribution and use of 
metadiscourse markers in various disciplines and gender combinations. 
7.1 An Overview of Metadiscourse in Academic Book Reviews 
Analysis of the 84 academic book reviews (87,800 words) indicates the 
importance of metadiscourse in the genre of academic book reviews, with 5,427 
example uses, an average of 65 per book reviews or about one every 16 words. 
Table 8 on the next page shows that reviewers used far more interactional 
than interactive features, with the use of interactional forms twice as frequent as that 
of interactive, accounting for over two-thirds of the metadiscourse features in the 
corpus. Transition markers, engagement markers and hedges represented the most 
frequent devices overall, while the use of frame markers and endophoric markers 
tended to be far less significant. 
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Table 8: Metadiscourse in academic book reviews 
Category Items per Percentage Category Items per Percentage 
10,000 of total 10,000 of total 
words Words 
Transitions 131.7 21.3 Attitude Mrks 86.5 14.0 
Frame Mrks 13.6 2.2 Hedges 100.9 16.3 
Endophorics 2.3 0.4 Boosters 76.4 12.4 
Evidentials 33.5 5.4 Engagements 118.2 19.1 
Code Glosses 28.0 4.5 Self-mentions 27.1 ^  
Interactive 209.0 33.8 Interactional 409.2 66.2 
The overwhelming preponderance of interactional forms highlights the 
critical importance of interpersonal negotiations in academic book reviews, for while 
all academic writing is evaluative in some way, book reviews are explicitly so (refer 
to Chapter 3). Unlike other academic genres, book reviews do not only respond to a 
general body of literature, but often there is a direct, open and critical encounter with 
a specific text (Hyland, 2000). Interpersonal considerations are therefore crucial and 
carry great implications for the appropriate control of rhetorical and evaluative 
resources. 
The prevalence of engagement markers, for example, indicates the 
reviewers' attempts to appeal to scholarly solidarity and to evoke communal 
understanding, by the use of inclusive pronouns (see 7.1 below), direct address to 
readers (7.2), or questions that would interest an intelligent reader (7.3): 
(7.1) Low ’ s masterful survey of the ethnology and ethnohistory .... made 
me wonder why w never study Wall Street financiers or suburban 
commuters, let alone university professors. (Phil corpus) 
(7.2) In case you are wondering, his ploy of piling cut vegetation about his 
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study was wholly successful-Leverton recovered everyone of his wayward 
caterpillars. (Bio corpus) 
(7.3) Would it not be better to regard concepts, like modernity ...as steps 
towards constructing sui generis sociological concepts, rather than as 
non-starters_?_ (Socio corpus) 
The use of hedges and boosters, which allow the reviewers to increase or 
reduce the force of statements, may reflect similar considerations in conveying both 
epistemic and affective meanings. Apart from conveying the writer's degree of 
confidence in the truth of a proposition, hedges may help to tone down intrusiveness 
as reviewers claim an expert status in offering an evaluation of the book (Luukka, 
2002), as illustrated by (7.4): 
(7.4) I felt that the book attempted to cover too much ground. It may have 
worked better as two volumes ... (Bio corpus) 
Similarly, as noted by Hyland (2000), boosters may mark involvement and 
solidarity with the audience by stressing shared information and group membership: 
(7.5) This criticism is certainly shared by many ecologists in the field and 
is a welcomed acknowledgment. (Bio corpus) 
Since the evaluation of the book is one of the major tasks in writing a book 
review, attitude markers, which represented another relatively common form, are 
obviously a key resource that reviewers depend on in expressing praise and 
criticisms (7.6), as well as their reactions to the prepositional content reported (7.7): 
(7.6) The strand running through the book on social control is most 
interesting. (Socio corpus) 
(7.7) This is accomplished by measuring the basic processes governing 
consumer bio- mass dynamics: GMM using a metaphysiological approach 
(which is surprisingly not explicitly defined anywhere in the book) 
(Bio corpus) 
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The relatively infrequent uses of self-mentions, together with the 
predominance of engagement markers, tend to suggest that while the task of 
reviewing may involve the expression of one's opinions (7.8), reviewers also seek to 
be informative and responsible for their readers, thus evaluating the work from the 
readers' perspectives rather than merely focusing on their own personal reactions to 
the work. This latter observation can be illustrated by (7.9) 
(7.8) Dickens believes, I think correctly, that such work (again) shows  
that a rift rather than a rapport has developed ... (Socio corpus) 
(7.9) This is disappointing since, of course, we would like to have an 
explanation of consciousness as such ... (Phil corpus) 
The use of interactive metadiscourse, on the other hand, was less frequent 
than the interactional forms. Interactive metadiscourse is mainly concerned with the 
organization of prepositional information in ways that an audience is likely to find 
coherent and convincing (refer to Chapter 6, p.73). Since a book review tends to be a 
typically short genre (the average length of a review is about 1,000 words in the 
present corpus), the need for overall structuring of the text, previewing writer's 
purposes and aiding the recovery of meanings would be less pressing. This may 
explain the relatively low frequencies of frame markers and endophoric markers. 
Although the limited space allowed for this genre may inhibit extensive clarifications 
and illustrations, a measured amount of code glosses might represent the reviewers' 
concern for ensuring the reader is able to recover the intended meanings (7.10) and 
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the reasons why the work under review should be condemned or praised (7.11): 
(7.10) Mac Donald shows how a gallery which at the outset was planned to 
tackle controversial issues such as the psychology of shopping, and place 
food consumption in a social context, becomes a story ... (Socio corpus) 
(7.11) The book's main flaws and they are regrettably not insignificant. 
For example, Gaukroger gives an alarmingly offhand characterization of 
Descartes' Meditations argument for the�real distinction'... (Phil corpus) 
In addition, as mentioned briefly above, book reviews are rather 
self-contained and respond to a specific book rather than a general body of 
disciplinary literature, thus evidential makers might not be a particularly common 
resource that reviewers rely on. In fact, over 90% of the evidentials found in the 
corpus referred to ideas from the book under review, instead of other sources. 
Perhaps most interestingly, while the interactive forms tended to be less 
common overall, transition markers were actually the most frequent subcategory, 
representing a fifth of all metadiscourse found in the corpus. As noted in Chapter 3, 
academic book reviews are both descriptive and evaluative: they often involve the 
re-contextualization of the book author's ideas, and, clearly, they are argumentative 
in demonstrating the merits and weaknesses of the book and its perspectives. Both 
description and evaluation of perspectives involve the clear signaling of additive, 
contrastive and consequential relations in the writer's thinking, such that while it 
may ensure that reader is able to recover reasoning unambiguously, any praise and 
condemnation is presented as a result of logical interpretation but not unsubstantiated 
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personal reaction. (7.12): 
(7.12) Although the author introduces new terms and concepts without 
assuming that they are familiar to readers, the text requires a reasonable 
familiarity with ecology, geology, and their associated jargon. 
Consequently, the book will be useful for an upper-division undergraduate 
or graduate class in desert ecology .... (Bio corpus) 
These concerns may result in the exceptionally high use of transition 
markers as the reviewers attempt to make explicit the internal connections of 
discourse, creating a logical, reasonable and considerate persona. 
Overall, the numerous metadiscourse features found in the corpus suggest 
that academic book reviewers are concerned with negotiating social interactions in 
evaluating and presenting ideational materials. They rely on these interactive and 
interactional resources in facilitating the careful balancing act of establishing 
collegiality, reducing personal threats and imposition, as well as demonstrating an 
expert understanding of the issues. 
In the next section, I turn to describe the patterns of this metadiscourse use 
in various disciplines. 
7.2 The Use of Metadiscourse across Disciplines 
Metadiscourse is a rhetorical strategy whose use and meaning is relevant to 
particular socio-rhetorical contexts. While we discussed briefly the influences of the 
book review genre on metadiscourse use in general above, in this section, we extend 
the discussion into the three specific disciplines examined in this study: philosophy, 
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biology and sociology. I start by describing the proportion of the two major 
categories of metadiscourse. 
7.2.1 Proportion of Interactional and Interactive Forms 
Figure 1 shows that the predominance of interactional features found in the 
overall picture was also consistent in the three disciplines examined, suggesting that 
the general characteristics described in Section 7.1 may be applicable to different 
fields. Specifically, the major task of this genre is to evaluate a specific text, and 
reviewers rely heavily on interactional features in claiming solidarity and expressing 
their evaluative and epistemic stance. At the same time, the call for interactive forms 
to refer to the current or other text seems less pressing in this independent short 
genre. 
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Figure I: Proportion of major categories of metadiscourse across disciplines 
9 3 
In fact, the genre of academic book reviews tends to be characterized by 
the preponderance of interactional features. In similar empirical studies on academic 
writing, it was found that writers typically employed more interactive features 
(Hyland, 1998b; 1999; 2000). This pattern remained the same even when individual 
disciplines were considered, except that humanities subjects would contain a higher 
number of interactional forms in the genre of research articles. In contrast, all 
disciplines examined here, including the natural sciences subject of Biology, 
displayed a preference for interactional over interactive forms, supporting the 
argument that the book review is an unique genre having its own structural and 
linguistic features (Motta Roth, 1996). 
Figure 1 also shows that philosophers used the highest number of 
metadiscourse items, whereas biologists and sociologist employed a similar amount. 
This picture is further detailed in Table 9 on the next page, which shows the density 
per 10,000 words and the percentages of total number of features used in the two 
major categories of metadiscourse for each discipline. It should be noted here that the 
expression of items according to a word count is not intended to represent the 
proportion of text formed by metadiscourse. As mentioned in Chapter 2, 
metadiscourse typically has clause-level or higher scope realizations, and I have 
standardized the raw figures to a common basic merely to compare the occurrence, 
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rather than the length of metadiscourse in corpora of unequal sizes (refer to Section 
6.4). 
Table 9 Proportion of the two major metadiscourse categories across disciplines 
Category Philosophy Sociology Biology 
Interactive 257.5 182.6 123.3 
(35.1%) (36.5%) (24.7%) 
Interactional 476.9 318.2 376.0 
(64.9%) (63.5%) (75.3%) 
Totals 734.4 500.8 499.3 
(100%) (100%) (100%) 
As can be seen from Table 9, although sociology and biology contained the 
smallest amount of metadiscourse overall, this apparently similar picture in the 
overall usage masked some subtle differences between them as sociologists 
employed about 12% more interactive devices than biologists, while this difference 
was offset by the similar amount of additional interactional devices in biology. 
However, it is more obvious that philosophers used substantially more metadiscourse 
devices overall than reviewers in the other two fields, and for both interactive and 
interactional categories. 
In the next section, I explore these disciplinary patterns further in the 
discussion of sub-categories of metadiscourse. 
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，.2.2 Distribution of Sub-categories of Metadiscourse across Disciplines 
1.2.2.1 Interactive metadiscourse. 
The disciplinary results reveal a number of differences and similarities 
between the disciplines. Table 10 shows the density per 10,000 words and the 
percentages of interactive metadiscourse used in each sub-category for each 
discipline. 
Table 10 Occurrence of interactive metadiscourse across disciplines per 10,000 
words (% of total) 
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Category Philosophy Sociology Biology 
Transition Markers 165.9 (22.6%) 111.4 (22.2%) 73.6 (14.7%) 
Frame Markers 19.0(2.6%) 8.9(1.8%) 6.6(1.3%) 
Endophoric Markers 3.6 (0.5%) 1.5 (0.3%) 0.0 (0.0%) 
Evidentials 42.0 (5.7%) 33.5 (6.7%) 10.8(2.2%) 
Code Glosses 26.9 (3.7%) 27.2 (5.4%) 32.3 (6.5%) 
Interactive 257.5 (35.1%) J82.6 (36.5%) 123.3 (24.7%) 
Interactional 476.9 (64.9%) 318.2 (63.5%) 376.0 (75.3%) 
Totals 734.4 (100%) 500.8 (100%) 499.3 (100%) 
Transition markers were the most frequent interactive devices in all fields, 
although their proportion varied substantially in different disciplines, comprising 
22.6% and 22.2% in philosophy and sociology respectively, and only 14.9% in 
biology. In fact, transition markers were the sub-category in which the biggest 
differences in the use of interactive devices were noted across disciplines. Evidentials 
and frame markers represented two other sub-categories with considerable 
disciplinary variations, and again, they were most common in philosophy and were 
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under-represented in biology. 
These patterns can be interpreted from various perspectives. First, the 
higher use of these interactive devices in philosophy can perhaps be explained partly 
by the fact that the philosophy corpus was 1.6 times and 2.6 times bigger than the 
sociology and biology corpus respectively. Naturally writers in all disciplines take 
considerable care to set out materials and clarify discourse stages for readers, but the 
remarkably short length of biology book reviews may make the need to divide the 
texts into isolated sections less demanding, resulting in the smaller numbers of frame 
markers. In contrast, the greater length in philosophy is likely to make more 
metadiscoursal signals necessary to structure elaborated expositions and to keep 
readers informed of the discourse flow (7.13-7.14): 
(7.13) I shall here highlight one aspect of the positive view that strikes me 
as being distinctive and illuminating. I shall also voice a worry. 
(Phil corpus) 
(7.14) The issue about hard dealing with offenders resurfaces later and is 
joined by another, more troubling ellipsis, to which I return below. 
fPhil corpus) 
And, the following interview excerpt highlights this concern: 
I think philosophical prose is often like the talk of a tour guide. When you 
go to the museum, he would say first of all visit this room, and now we are 
in this room and then we are going to see this and that. Philosophers just 
tend to tell the readers very directly as we are supposed to be logical, clear 
and easy to read, especially when our texts tend to be excessive in length. 
(Phil interview U l f 
2 Interviews quotes are coded according to discipline (refer to footnote 1, p.73), and the informant's 
gender is marked as M (male) or F (female). Numbers identify the interviews in each combination. 
9 7 
Secondly, these variations may also be related to the different nature of 
knowledge making in different disciplines. Essentially, while knowledge in the 
sciences may be said to exist outside the texts and the job of a scientist is merely to 
report his or her observations, they are largely created through the argumentation 
presented within the text as such in the humanities (e.g. Dahi, 2004). These 
distinctive processes of knowledge creation may affect the scope of the evaluations 
that reviewers in different fields would focus on. In essence, reviewers in biology 
and sociology tend to evaluate some readily observable aspects or factual errors 
within the book. It is far less common for these writers to forcefully argue for or 
against certain perspectives, which would involve more vigorous experimental or 
fieldwork research process unwarranted in the short genre of book reviews: 
They may list what is in it and they may give their opinions on whether it is 
nice or representative, but they won ’t really argue about the 
knowledge ...they are evaluating really the quality of the publishing, I think, 
the clarity of the photographs and diagrams. (Bio interview F2) 
In terms of research methods we are like scientists, we rely on statistics, for 
example. Our interpretations need to be substantiated by evidence — we 
need to reach out to people like to do interviews, questionnaires or 
whatsoever to support our claims. But in book reviews, I wouldn，t send out 
questionnaires to ask people what they think about certain ideas to support 
my evaluations of the book, and I expect scientists wouldn ’t do an 
experiment specifically to reject certain claims made in the book. We just 
express our opinions based on what we already known or what we can 
readily observe. (Socio interview F2) 
In contrast, the insignificant role of research findings and emphasis on 
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personal experience and observation in philosophy allow reviewers to go beyond the 
observable aspects of the book and to vigorously engage with perspectives presented: 
Writing a book review in philosophy always involve going beyond the book, 
but to talk about its author, its background, its relation to the field, your 
own observations. Writing a book review is very much like doing a 
meta-analysis of the field and involves bringing in different perspectives in 
the discussion. (Phil interview Fl) 
Intertextuality thus plays a greater role in the philosophy book reviews as 
they require the reviewer not only to comment on the book, but also to discuss and 
juxtapose different perspectives. This may therefore explain why philosophy book 
reviews represented the highest usage of evidentials (7.15): 
(7.15) But Warnke argues, Raw Is does not fully appreciate that there can 
be multiple and conflicting interpretations of the considered convictions of 
a shared political tradition. (Phil corpus) 
In addition, my informant pointed out that book reviews in philosophy can 
actually function like a research paper in their discursive role and reviewers are 
expected to develop their own arguments: 
It is not uncommon for a hook review to turn out to he like a discussion 
paper... when you discuss the issues represented in the hook, you must go 
beyond the hook and relate it to other existing perspectives ...such 
discussions are very similar to those in a research paper. 
(Phi l i n t e r v i e w F l ) 
Clearly this focus on elaborated arguments also entails the greater concern 
for philosophers to make the logical reasoning and discourse relations explicit. While 
this may be less relevant to the shorter and less discursive biology book reviews, 
transforming intertwining arguments and reasoning into a logical, coherent and 
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reader-friendly text is critical in philosophy reviews, thus perhaps contributing to 
their markedly high use of transition markers (7.16): 
(7.16) De Duve's philosophical claim is to have discovered in the 
archeological space of modernism a specifically Kantian antinomy. Yet 
consider what would be at stake in making good on this claim .... 
Moreover, the very nature of an antinomy is that it admits of a Kantian 
solution ..... Indeed, the very role of antinomies of taste as they inform 
Kant's Critique of Judgment .... Thus’ for De Duve to argue his case for an 
antinomy of taste in the field of modernism is for him to show ... 
(Phil corpus) 
Interestingly, while philosophy almost always contained the highest 
frequencies in all subcategories and biology the lowest, code glosses represented a 
reverse of this pattern as biologists were keener on these features than the other two 
groups of writers. While the concern for conveying meanings thought to be 
problematic for readers was shared by writers in all disciplines, mainly through the 
use of examples, biology reviews contained more cases which, in addition to those 
which aid understanding of technical terms (7.17), seemed to aim at providing 
support for the occasionally nasty evaluations (7.18) 
(7.17) Perhaps the most provocative chapter discusses zoopharmacognosy 
—medicinal uses of certain species by animals (such as our close relatives, 
chimpanzees and gorillas). (Bio corpus) 
(7.18) I initially found this book rather repetitive, and Barlow's knowledge 
of evolutionary theory a little naive. For example, she thinks that the 
discipline of "evolutionary ecology" is akin to paleoecology. (IBio corpus) 
Corresponding to the figures in the combined-discipline pattern (Table 8, 
P.88), writers in all disciplines were least inclined to use endophoric markers. The 
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under-use of endophoric markers was most extreme in biology, where no instance of 
an endophoric marker was observed. Endophoric markers typically function to refer 
to other parts of the text. In other academic genres, they played a significant role in 
scientific discourses and were often found with heavy frequency in biology in which 
they were used exclusively to refer readers to tables and graphs accompanied the text 
(e.g. Hyland, 1999; 2000). Unlike most multi-modal scientific discourses, however, 
biology book reviews rarely incorporate other mode of presentation but instead rely 
heavily on words, thus accounting for the minimum use of endophoric pointers here. 
7.2.2.2 Interactional metadiscourse. 
While the interactive features reveal a pattern which generally corresponds 
to the disciplinary domains, with philosophy on the humanities end containing the 
highest instances of most subcategories, biology the lowest on the other end, and 
sociology in between the two on the continuum of knowledge making, the patterns 
for interactional devices displayed a less conventional picture. As Table 11 shows, 
although most occurrences clustered in philosophy as they were for the interactive 
devices, sociologists tended to be more reluctant in using these interactional items. 
At the same time, biologists seemed more comfortable with these features in this 
genre than they usually are in other academic prose (e.g. Hyland, 1999; 2000; 2001). 
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Table 11: Occurrence of interactional metadiscourse across disciplines per 10,000 
words (% of total) 
Category Philosophy Sociology Biology 
Attitude Markers 85.0 (11.6%) 83.8 (16.7%) 94.6 (18.9%) 
Hedges 111.9(15.2%) 93.5(18.7%) 83.8(16.8%) 
Boosters 85.2(11.6%) 67.4(13.5%) 67.7(13.6%) 
Engagement Markers 160.5 (21.9%) 61.9 (12.4%) 97.0 (19.4%) 
Self-mentions 34.4 (4.7%) 11.6 (2.3%) 32.9 (6.6%) 
Interactional 476.9 (64.9%) 318.2 (63.5%) 376.0 (75.3%) 
Interactive 257.5 (35.1%) 182.6 (36.5%) 123.3 (24.7%) 
Totals 734.4 (100%) 500.8 (100%) 499.3 (100%) 
Engagement markers seemed to be the most useful features for 
philosophers and biologists and represented a fifth of all interactional devices in their 
texts. Engagement markers centrally refer to the discursive construction of 
writer-reader relations and help create a sense of disciplinary solidarity and shared 
endeavor, which are clearly essential in academic book reviews where there is a 
constant tension between critique and collegiality. 
While the use of personal pronouns is generally seen as inappropriate in 
scientific writing as they suggest humanity and hence undermine objectivity (e.g. 
Crismore & Farnsworth, 1989), an exception seem to be granted for academic book 
reviews: 
I think you 'should be avoided in journal articles but it is ok to address the 
readers in book review because you，re really doing the job for them or 
sharing your opinions with them. You need to see things from their 
perspectives. But more often I'd prefer 'we ‘ instead because then we 're 
more like equal and it shows I'm not forcing them into anything but 
suggesting this is what we as biologists may want. (Bio interview F2) 
In fact, this concern for the fine-toning of nonreciprocal relations 
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inherently carried with the judging of other work is also reflected in the predominant 
choice of inclusive pronouns like we, us and our in the biology corpus, suggesting 
reviewers' attempt to bring in the readers as equal scientists sharing similar 
understanding and concerns (7.19-7.20): 
(7.19) Yet much of our understanding of the diversity of life, its ecology 
and the way organisms work (all central topics in modern biology) 
presupposes more than a little understanding of the invertebrates. 
(Bio corpus) 
(7.20) As Low concludes: our work is set out for us yet w have only just 
begun. (Bio corpus) 
The particularly striking high use of engagement markers in Philosophy, 
however, represented more diversified realizations and motivations. Apart from a 
concern for showing a respect for equality among all members and a shared 
understanding of knowledge (7.21), reviewers seem to be attempting to form an 
alliance with audience in their act of evaluating the book and its author (7.22-7.23): 
(7.21) W^ are so sure of how little w know about large scale reform; 
campaigns flatly seem to have the better claim. (Phil corpus) 
(7.22) This is disappointing since, of course, w would like to have an 
explanation of consciousness as such, and her talk of slipping round the 
back does suggest success at gaining entry. But it is also rather confusing 
insofar (Phil corpus) 
(7.23) The second half of the book is the more challenging, morally and 
practically, as Govier explores what w might call (but she does not) the 
limits of forgiveness. (Phil corpus) 
Clearly, these writers attempted to project themselves and their readers as 
rational, critical and inquisitive audience sharing the same line of thinking. This can 
also be achieved through the use of questions, which represented another frequent 
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strategy in the philosophy corpus and accounted for 10% of all the engagement 
markers examined. While questions usually elicit responses, here they are not being 
asked of readers, but on their behalf, thus leading them in a certain direction of 
thinking (7.24-7.26): 
(7.24) What is this constitution? According to Baker, it is not a relation 
that holds only between bodies and human beings or aggregates and 
bodies. (Phil corpus) 
(7.25) Should one appeal to more of the old pride, or a different kind of 
pride? Rhetorical as well as pragmatic considerations come into play here. 
(Phil corpus) 
{126)Doesn，t this seem to be a counterexample to P. 1 ？ To accommodate 
tragic dilemmas Hurst house modifies her account of right action. Here, 
though, she makes a rather odd move. (Phil corpus) 
The heavy use of questions also seems to correspond to the tradition of 
skepticism in Philosophy: 
Philosophers tend to think that their job is to raise questions and to share 
their dark mark in that our opinions are challenged ... they all have 
skeptical tradition in various forms, it is not like all philosophers are 
connected to skepticism, but they are connected to the idea of raising 
questions and challenging opinions. (Phil interview M2) 
I was taught every belief is in principle problematic, you can ’t question 
everything all at once, but everything is in principle questionable ...it is a 
kind of philosophical spirit in questioning in what you believe in and how 
you justify what you believe, and can you give good and sufficient reasons, 
and if you can，t，why do you believe it? (Phil interview F2) 
This urge to engage the readers and lead their thinking in philosophy may 
be related to the ideologies of knowledge in the field. As mentioned above (refer to 
P.98), knowledge-making in philosophy is largely achieved through argumentations 
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in the texts, since philosophers are unable to seek answers for their enquiries through 
experiments or fieldwork observations, instead of providing research evidence, 
acceptance of a certain perspective is gained largely through rhetoric persuasions. 
Reviewers may therefore slightly manipulate this genre in recruiting readers with 
different orientations: 
In philosophy you have some deeply intrinsic positions that are completely 
at odd of each other. You don ’t sit down and try to persuade them, but you 
may embarrass them so that other people could see how their work is like 
in book reviews, and may be some people who had been persuaded by the 
other camp may change their mind. There might be some people sitting on 
the fence out there, not sure yet. And this could be kind of decisive to bring 
them to one camp. (Phil interview M2) 
Once again, we can see that book reviews are not merely evaluations of the 
book for philosophers, but instead there is a certain act of securing and strengthening 
the position of certain perspectives in the field while challenging others. 
On the contrary, the substantial devotion to observable features in the book 
(refer to p.98 above) in sociology reviews and diversity in audience may account for 
its remarkably low frequencies of engagement markers, as my informant suggested: 
It seems strange to address my readers directly using 'you ’，first I can，t be 
sure who my readers are going to be. Secondly, in book review the focus 
should be on the book, not you or me or other people, but the book itself. 
"We “ seems equally strange, as I said, I don 't even know who my readers 
would be and 'we ‘ imply I'm including somebody. Using 'we ‘in expressing 
my opinion would offend the readers if they actually have different opinions 
from me. (Socio interview, F2) 
While divergence in approaches and interests tend to be common in all 
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fields, sociology may perhaps represent the widest divergent sub-areas within the 
discipline (Parry, 1998) and it seems critical to respect these boundaries: 
There are really too many subfields in sociology to be sure of my audience. 
I suppose they are all experts in the field but they may have very different 
perspectives. The safest way to play the game is to leave them alone and 
just set out your views. They won 't bite you because you have a different 
interpretation, but they would if you misrepresent them. 
(Socio interview M2) 
Thus, this divergence in specializations seems to have greatly impeded 
reviewers from appealing to a homogeneous group of audience, resulting in the low 
occurrences of engagement markers and, presumably, the emphasis they put on 
hedges. 
As can be seen from Table 11 (p. 102), hedging devices represent the most 
frequent (18.7%) interactional items used by sociologists to tone down criticisms and 
perhaps mitigate the intrusiveness that judgment brings into the other researcher's 
space (7.27-7.28): 
(7.27) Its title is a bit misleading, as it implies significant discussion of risk 
in the context of misfortune (Socio corpus) 
(7.28) Such an analysis tends to downplay the politics of technological 
innovation, including full consideration of issues (Socio corpus) 
The use of hedges also indicates the less assurance about what colleagues 
could be safely assumed to accept and the need to acknowledge different 
perspectives mentioned above, as this interview extract shows: 
The field is too diverse: there are too many sub-areas, which may look at 
the same issues from different angles and result in different 
interpretations .... So you can ’t say it is the case as if you don 't see other 
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possibilities. (Socio interview F2) 
Unsurprisingly the use of hedges is also common for the other two groups 
of reviewers in such an evaluative genre, and hedges represented 15 % and 17% of 
all interactional items in philosophy and biology respectively. In scientific writing, it 
is believed that hedges reflect the critical importance of distinguishing fact from 
opinion (e.g. Hyland, 2000; Myers, 1989) and writers' attempt to secure their escape 
route by toning down their claims in case they were found to be wrong later (Luukka, 
2002). The lack of laboratory evidence in book reviews in particular means that 
writers can only focus on visible issues and provide generalizations, thus the 
reviewer may choose to use hedges not because of any uncertainty about the validity 
of the claim, but because of a wish to project an appropriate image of a sympathetic 
and cautious scientist to the audience in evaluating other work: 
(7.29) Zuk's book seems accessible for nonspecialists as well, and includes 
a good introduction to some basic evolutionary concepts. (Bio corpus) 
(7.30) The survey is quite detailed, but numerous figures and their legends 
illustrate points with simplicity and clarity (Bio corpus) 
The highest frequency of hedges, however, was observed in philosophy. 
Hyland (2002) notes that philosophical discourse does not seek to accomplish 
‘closure，by reaching consensus on a particular interpretation of an issue, but 
involves following a path without an end and continuous conversations. Thus the 
inclination for maintaining a proper discursive space may help account for the 
tentativeness expressed in book reviews and reflect the tradition in the field: 
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Our philosophical training forbids us to be too extreme or certain about 
our views. I mean you can have a strong belief in something, but you can ’t 
prove other people are wrong. The whole thing about philosophy is to 
constantly question ourselves. So it may not be about acknowledging other 
people，s perspectives, but that we can ’t be certain about our own. 
(Phil interview F2) 
Perhaps curiously, then, philosophy also contained the highest instances of 
boosters, which presumably work in the opposition direction of hedges to tone up the 
force of a proposition. One possible explanation would be that boosters here are not 
concerned with epistemic considerations, but rather with the indication of 
involvement with the topic and solidarity with readers (e.g. Chafe, 1986; Holmes, 
1984). The use of boosters then works to invoke a sense of assumed understanding 
and inferential context: 
(7.31) The problem, clearly, is that the distinction between weakness and 
continence looks merely to be a matter of luck... (Phil corpus) 
(7.32) Anyone who takes the history of philosophy seriously must be 
puzzled by contemporary claims that justice and virtue are opposed. 
(Phil corpus) 
Philosophers, however, paid the least interest in attitude markers, which 
seem to be more of a concern for biologists. While presumably reviewers in all fields 
should consider appraisal as their central task, the slightly higher density of attitude 
markers in biology is unclear, but may be related to their shorter texts which produce 
an apparently higher concentration of uses. 
Nonetheless, Table 11 (p. 102) reveals a more remarkable trend - the 
relatively rare usages of self-mentions in sociology. Two possible explanations can 
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be obtained from my interview data. The first of this relates to the focused purpose of 
book reviews for sociology mentioned above, as this excerpt shows: 
In hook reviews, I think we don，t even use 'we ‘ or ‘/，. I think it is because 
the purpose is not the expression of oneself, but the expression of 
knowledge. This purpose is very clear in book reviews. We all understand 
what we are doing. (Socio interview Ml) 
The second reason may be related to the academic status of reviewers. 
Book reviewing in biology and philosophy tend to be an activity restricted to 
experienced scholars, especially in prestigious journals in which book reviews are 
solicited by invitation. In sociology, this activity is more often open to all members, 
junior or established, in the community, and novices are almost always encouraged to 
do a book review to embark on their academic career. This difference can be 
observed in the following interviews extracts: 
It would be very unusual to have a student do it. By and large, you won，t be 
asked to do book reviews until you 're in the middle of your career and 
established some sort of reputations. (Bio interview Ml) 
Most reviewers are experienced scholars, it is mostly by invitation, if you 
are invited you may sort offeel honoured.... if it is a prestigious journal, 
then usually they would only invite established scholars. It is possible for 
students to submit a book review, but whether they would accept it is 
another matter. (Phil interview F2) 
It can be anyone in the field. I'd recommend my PhD students to attempt a 
book review before they submit for a journal publication because it may be 
an easier way to start with. (Socio interview M2) 
I always encourage my students if they 're starting off to get book reviews 
written ...it's very very good practice for postgraduate students. Also if you 
try to break into academia, getting a book review feels like a big thing, it 's 
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great to get it done. (Socio interview F1) 
Hyland (2004) noted that student writers are always confused about the use 
of self-mentions and considered it as inappropriate for novices. Although, 
unfortunately, no attempt was made in controlling the status of the reviewers in 
compiling the present corpus, this perspective may offer a warranted possibility in 
accounting for the infrequent occurrences of self-mentions in sociology book reviews, 
which were more likely to be contributed by less experienced writers than those in 
the other two fields. 
The similarity in frequencies of self-mentions in philosophy and biology, 
however, does not mean that they would be used in the same way. Concordance data 
reveal that biologists tended to focus on their comments on the book (7.33) and their 
experiences and observations outside the text (7.34), as well as tracing back to their 
reading process (7.35): 
(7.33) / found this book fascinating, and sometimes disturbing. I was 
amazed at times with the author's frankness, hut (Bio corpus) 
(7.34) Recently, I was intrigued when I first noticed an obvious case of 
desert termite activity in the Great Basin Desert (Bio corpus) 
(7.35) While reading, I kept thinking that it could have been so much more 
compelling had it been edited considerably. (Bio corpus) 
Self-mentions in biology therefore seem to serve to highlight the role of the 
reviewer as an ordinary reader and downplay the role of an assessor. This may be 
because reviewers are unable to evaluate claims in the book via the usual 
experimental procedures in book reviews, thus resorting back to candid personal 
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reflections and emphasizing the humanly element involved by using self-mentions. 
However, philosophy reviewers tend to see self-mentions as an assumed legitimate 
resource to express their opinions and argue for one's position: 
(7.36) ...to many this will seem vague and possibly even vacuous (though / 
don't believe so, since I believe virtuous persons perform... (Phil corpus) 
In addition, another typical situation when philosophy reviewers choose to 
explicit show their presence was in their announcement of discourse goals, perhaps 
owing to their characteristically lengthy prose and hence the need to focus attention: 
(7.37) I will focus on Clark's characterization of his theory's 
explanandum ... (Phil corpus) 
(7.38) So many controversial issues are in play here that there is both 
much to laud and much that critics may question. I sketch one critique. 
(Phil corpus) 
Indeed, my philosopher informants showed no hesitation in the use of 
self-mentions. They discussed the use of first persons in length and explained this is 
what makes their discipline distinctive: 
I absolutely talk about my own perspectives and I am not afraid of using 
the first person in academic writing. I think it is ok and it is important to 
use this sometimes as it creates a sense of caution because you are not 
trying to just lay down the voice of god or something ... we are unlike other 
disciplines which never use ‘‘/，，，it is almost like it has bitten them in 
graduate school and they learnt they must use the passive voice. But in 
philosophy, the ‘self actually stands out ... philosophers are more 
individualistic. (Phil interview M2) 
I think it is true that in philosophical writing we use a lot of personal 
pronouns like ‘‘/，，and "w,’. I think this is different from social or natural 
sciences where they emphasize the notion of an “ideal observer “ who is 
disinterested in personal opinions but only focused on observable facts, but 
this idea of “ideal observer “ is exactly what humanities set out to 
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challenge we encourage this kind of personal values and beliefs ....so 
the use of “/’，serves to highlight individual personality and perspectives, 
as well as creativity, in philosophical writing. (Phil interview Fl) 
In sum, the discussion above demonstrated that the frequency and use of 
metadiscourse features may carry great implications of disciplinary values, norms 
and practices. The variations in patterns of interactive and interactional features may 
reflect the similarities and differences in the ideologies of knowledge-making as well 
as the view and nature of academic book reviews in different disciplines. 
In the next section, I turn to discuss the distribution and use of metadiscourse devices 
in different gender combinations. 
7.3 Gender in the Use of Academic Metadiscourse 
While the disciplinary patterns described in the previous section offered 
some insights into various scholarly values and perspectives on academic book 
reviews, the variable of gender represents another line of investigation in this study. 
And as discussed in Chapter 4 and 5, it is also potentially interesting to investigate 
the interaction between gender and discipline. Before we examine this, however, we 
shall briefly look at the gender patterns in general. 
7.3.1 An Overview of Gender in the Use of Academic Metadiscourse 
Table 12 on the next page presents the occurrences of metadiscourse items 
per 10,000 words in each subcategory when all the disciplines are combined and 
re-organized according to the gender of the reviewer. 
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Table 12: Occurrences of metadiscourse in the male and female corpus (per 10,000 
words) 
Category All All Category All All 
Females Males Females Males 
Transitions 136.5 127.3 Attitude Mrks 88.2 84.8 
Frame Mrks 12.1 14.9 Hedges 95.8 105.6 
Endophorics 1.4 3.1 Boosters 68.7 83.5 
Evidentials 34.0 33.0 Engagements 110.6 125.3 
Code Glosses 30.0 26.2 Self-mentions 23.5 30.4 
Interactive 214.0 204.4 Interactional 386.9 429.7 
As repeatedly observed in the overall and disciplinary patterns (refer to 
Table 8 and Table 10 on p.88 and p.96 respectively), the interactional forms 
employed by both male and female were roughly twice as frequent as the interactive 
forms, suggesting both men and women writers shared similar concerns in writing 
academic book reviews as described in Section 7.1. 
It can also be observed that men and women as groups displayed generally 
similar frequencies in their overall usage of metadiscourse, especially for the 
interactive features, although men used slightly higher number of interactional items 
on the whole. 
Concerning individual categories, the frequencies of evidentials were 
particularly similar in both groups, supporting Francis et al's (2001) (refer to p.55-56) 
argument that men and women consider other viewpoints to the same extent. Since 
evidentials mainly refer to the book author's ideas in book reviews, the similarity in 
frequencies between the male and female groups may reflect the fact that reporting 
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and evaluating content of the book is the major task for book reviewers, male and 
female alike. Yet, female reviewers tended to be more reliant on transition markers 
and code glosses in guiding the readers through the relations and meanings of 
propositional content, whereas male reviewers were more focused on signalling text 
stages and components through the use of frame makers and endophoric markers. 
Simultaneously, men employed a higher number of interactional 
metadiscourse in all subcategories, except attitude markers, in which case women 
reviewers employed an insignificantly higher amount. 
While the discrepancies were probably too small to warrant any real 
attention, it may be relevant to note here that the male sub-corpus is bigger than the 
female sub-corpus, thus perhaps it would be slightly more pressing for these male 
writers to incorporate explicit signposts, as well as to engage with their readers and 
maintain their interest in their relatively lengthy texts (please refer to p.69 for a 
profile of the length of the different corpora). And, interestingly, the tendency for the 
male reviewers to write longer texts in the present corpus seems to correspond to the 
observations that men tend to give more opinion, occupy more interactional space 
and contribute more in public discourses as reported in previous studies (e.g. Tannen, 
1994; Herring et al, 1995). 
Nevertheless, it may seem rather counter-intuitive that male reviewers here 
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used more hedges, self-mentions and engagement markers, which tend to be 
indications of a more tentative, personalised and engaging style previously found to 
be favoured by women and not preferred by men (refer to Section 4.3.1), though the 
actual differences seem to be minor. The case of boosters, on the other hand, seems 
to merit some attention, not only because it represents the widest range of difference 
between the two groups, but also its use by men and women has been described in 
different ways in the literature. To put it briefly, while Crismore et al (1993) and 
Francis et el (2001) found that men used more certainty markers (or boosters here) 
than women and displayed a bold writing style, Johnson & Roen (1992) and Herbert 
(1990) showed that it was the women group who used more intensifiers when it 
comes to the expression of compliments (refer to Section 4.3.1 and 4.4.1). In this 
study, examination of concordance data seems to support both readings. It is true that 
when the female reviewers used a booster, it was very often used with a positive 
comment (7.39), but this pairing up of booster and praise was also used by men 
(7.40), although to a lesser extent: 
(7.39) Dickens has written a very useful book covering a wide range of 
connected and important topics (Female corpus) 
(7.40) The book is extremely well written, its arguments are well crafted, 
and the range of secondary references (Male corpus) 
The male reviewers, however, were more likely than the female reviewers 
to use boosters in other ways, particularly in showing the confidence they have in 
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their statements, thus concurring with Crismore et al (1993) and Francis et al (2001). 
Examples are: 
(7.41) This problem may be avoidable by appeal to a more complex pattern 
ofpossibilities, however I believe that any moderated account of the 
disposition to exercise control will run into a serious difficulty ... 
(Male corpus) 
(7.42) My only quarrel with Baker ’s presentation .... is that I find here and 
there a certain carelessness in her use of logical concepts. One example 
must suffice. Baker tells us (55) that (Male corpus) 
In addition, I followed Hyland (2000) in his definition of boosters to 
include modals like will and won ’t, which can be used jointly with other certainty 
markers (e.g. will definitely), and this kind of combination seems to be more 
appealing to men: 
(7.43) It is not a book that is necessarily going to make all osteologists feel 
more confident about their research, but it undoubtedly will provoke ample 
discussion in advanced undergraduate and graduate courses  
(Male corpus) 
(7.44) .... one addresses gains and losses from the British moth fauna that 
no doubt will be of interest to those studying the effects of global warming 
(Male corpus) 
Thus, the higher tendency for men to use boosters in combination and in 
more varied ways apart from expressing praise might help account for the additional 
boosters observed in the male sub-corpus. 
Despite some small irregularities between the male and female sub-corpus, 
on the whole, this brief overview tends to support Francis et al's (2001) and Robsen 
et al's (2002) (refer to p.55-56) contention that the academic writing of men and 
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women is far more similar than it is different in general. However, as Kirsch (1993) 
demonstrated in her investigations into women writing experience in various 
disciplines, this apparently uniform pattern would be distorted when the variable of 
discipline is taken into consideration. In the next section, therefore, I examine 
metadiscourse used by these male and female academics in each discipline 
separately. 
7.3.2 Gender in the Use of Metadiscourse in Individual Disciplines 
This section examines the interaction of gender and discipline in the use of 
metadiscourse. Table 13 presents the occurrences of metadiscourse in the female and 
male sub-corpora in each discipline. 
Table 13: Gender in the use of metadiscourse in individual disciplines 
Discipline Philosophy Sociology Biology 
Gender Females Males Females Males Females Males 
Transition Mrks 179.8 153.5 120.4 102.9 51.5 94.8 
Frame Mrks 18.7 19.2 7.7 10.1 2.5 10.5 
Endophoric Mrks 2.4 4.7 0.8 2.2 0.0 0.0 
Evidentials 44.1 40.2 29.1 37.7 15.9 5.9 
Code Glosses 29.3 24.8 33.7 21.0 25.7 38.6 
Interactive 274.3 242.4 191.7 1 73.9 95.6 149.8 
Attitude Mrks 87.8 82.5 82.8 84.8 98.1 91.3 
Hedges 109.8 113.7 90.5 96.4 68.6 98.3 
Boosters 73.4 95.8 66.0 68.8 61.3 73.7 
Engagement Mrks 147.2 172.3 62.9 60.9 93.1 100.7 
Self-mentions 26.9 41.0 10.0 13.0 36.8 29.3 
Interactional 445.1 505.3 312.2 323.9 357.9 393.3 
Overall 719.4 747.8 503.9 497.8 453.5 543.1 
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A close study of Table 13 suggests a few commonalities across the 
disciplines. They are the higher concentration of frame markers, endophoric markers, 
hedges and boosters in the male-corpora. A quick look of the corpus profile (refer to 
Table 6，p.69) revealed that the male reviewers in all fields tended to write longer 
texts than the female. This suggests the reading that uses of these devices are 
connected to the text length described in Section 7.3.2 might be applicable to all 
disciplines. Interestingly, while female biologists tended to write the shortest reviews, 
they also made the least use of these framing devices. Yet, the density in the male 
biologist corpus is comparable with the other corpora despite its relatively small size, 
probably because of the non-occurrence of endophoric markers in the corpus which 
made the role of frame markers greater than usual. 
While hedges seemed to be concentrated in the male corpora as well, the 
difference is not significant except in biology, and therefore we shall return to it later 
when we discuss specifically metadiscourse used by male and female biologists 
below. 
On the other hand, the higher use of boosters by male reviewers was 
discussed above in the overview, but here we can see that the difference seems to be 
minor in sociology, whereas it warrants some attention in the other two fields. Kirsch 
(1993:51) found in her cross-disciplinary study that established scholars typically 
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have more liberty to make bold statements, draw conclusions or argue for 
controversial positions than do young scholars. The use of boosters might therefore 
suggest men (at least those contributed to the present corpus) achieved higher 
academic positions and autonomy than women. Indeed, my informants mentioned 
the notion of male dominance in their field: 
Yes scientists are mainly male. There are certainly women like myself but 
not as many ... the imbalance is even greater when you go up the ladder… 
when I think back it took me lot of effort to learn to write confidently when 
I first got into graduate school It's hard because part of being confident 
depends on how you ’re perceived. You know, many people think women are 
not as good in writing that kind of 'factual ‘ report. I know this perception is 
wrong but it affects how you see and present yourself. (Bio interview F l ) 
The whole academic field is quite masculine. Firstly, most top management 
people or department heads are male’ there are more male professors than 
female, as a result, most editorial board members in journals are men, but 
I have no idea if that has an effect on the writing styles  
(Socio interview M l ) 
Unfortunately there is a huge gender imbalance in professional philosophy. 
The observation that men use more “1’ and are more assertive may be due 
to the hierarchical thing that the women feel that they have to be more 
careful or less assertive and this has to do with masculine agressivity. But 
there are some female philosophers who are quite strong. 
(Phil interview M2) 
It seems, then, that men's higher use of boosters, or perhaps more precisely, 
women's reluctance in their use, is probably related to the male-dominant population 
and culture in the academia. 
In the next part, I turn to consider the use of metadiscourse in various 
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gender combinations in each individual discipline. It should be noted that although 
the findings for more fine-grained gender groupings are at times too irregular for 
clear patterns to emerge, they are included in the tables below and specific items 
would be highlighted where applicable. I shall begin with Philosophy. 
7.3.2.1 Philosophy. 
Table 14 presents the occurrences of metadiscourse per 10,000 words 
found in the male and female sub-corpora in Philosophy. 
Table 14 Occurrences of metadiscourse per 10,000 by different gender combinations 
in Philosophy (Refer to p. 69 for codes of gender groupings; Diff二 the difference in 
frequencies in the two major gender groups, i.e. All Females and All Males) 
Gender iDiff 
All Females FF FM All Males MF MM 
groupings 
Transitions 179.8 196.8 159.3 153.5 163.3 145.3 26.3 
Frame Mrks 18.7 20.1 17.0 19.2 14.1 23.6 0.5 
Endophorics 2.4 1.7 3.2 4.7 8.4 1.6 2.3 
Evidentials 44.1 38.5 51.0 40.2 40.3 40.1 3.9 
Code Glosses 29.3 28.9 29.7 24.8 28.2 22.0 4.5 
Interactive 274J 286.0 260.1 242.4 254.3 232.5 31,9 
Attitude Mrks 87.8 90.1 84.9 82.5 92.0 74.6 5.3 
Hedges 109.8 122.5 94.5 113.7 133.2 97.4 3.9 
Boosters 73.4 77.0 69.0 95.8 99.5 92.7 22.4 
Engagements 147.2 174.9 113.6 172.3 180.2 165.7 25.1 
Self-mentions 26.9 21.0 34.0 41.0 61.9 23.6 14.1 
Interactional 445,1 485.5 396.0 505.3 566.8 453.9 60,2 
Overall 719.4 771.5 656.1 747.8 821.1 686.4 28.4 
As can be observed from Table 14, women tended to use more interactive 
features than men, while the reverse is true for the interactional forms. The biggest 
difference between the male and female philosophers lies in their use of transition 
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markers in the interactive category, which is closely followed by engagement 
markers and boosters in the interactional group. 
Interestingly, when asked to provide their interpretations on the above 
findings, my informants tended to relate them to the central role of arguments in the 
philosophy and see the two major groups of metadiscourse as two separate 
repertoires, preferred by men and women respectively in their persuasive acts: 
Argument is central in our field, but there are different ways to do 
it... Clarity and logic is most valued in the field and it is relatively easy to 
learn how to write clearly and logically than to forcefully express 
something，because it only takes more practice to write clearly，but it may 
involve changing your own personality if you want a battle. The lower 
group [interactional devices] seems to be more relevant to aggressive 
arguments... when you need to adjust your force every now and then and 
control the audience ...I prefer to work twice as hard on plain logical and 
coherent presentation if I want to convince... when peaceful discussion 
would do why do you want to fight? It sounds too aggressive and I don，t 
like it. Some men do, they think a philosopher 's job is to fight. Ijust don ’t 
like it I mean we philosophers all like to argue but some are more 
vigorous than others. (Phil interview F2) 
I won ’t say men pay less attention to organizing their arguments. But in my 
experience, I do want more than simply setting out my views. I also want to 
convince people and present different views in a way such that some would 
carry greater force, thus it may relate to your question on the greater use 
of emphatic s or toning whatsoever. This is about the philosophical spirit of 
questioning and arguing. (Phil interview Ml) 
Thus it seems that female philosophers believe interactive devices are more 
suitable for their purpose of conveying a calm, reasonable scholarly persona that 
respects the disciplinary values on clarity and logic. They are less comfortable than 
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men are with the aggressive and confrontational style which they believe is largely 
accomplished by the heavy use of interactional metadiscourse. Although these 
accounts should be read with some caution due to the small number of interviewees, 
they may help explaining the pattern described at the beginning of this part. 
Essentially, female philosophers seem to prefer to demonstrate their intellectual 
expertise by adhering to the elaborated reasoning valued by the field. Therefore they 
are considerably more likely than men to rely on transition markers and code glosses 
to construct their arguments clearly, as well as the higher use of evidentials to 
support their positions. On the other hand, male reviewers seem far more 
comfortably with the use of interactional features, depending on the use of hedges 
and boosters to fine-tone their arguments and to assign different weights to various 
positions. Male philosophers are also more reliant on engagement markers and most 
of these additional cases were found in the use of one and our. 
{lA5)This is almost certainly too weak an account, for it fails to rule out 
chance coincidences of judgment and motivation. (One can imagine that a 
compulsive drug addict shooting up might have desired not to shoot up in 
the close possible world in which the temperature was five degrees colder). 
(Phil male corpus) 
(7.46) What this means for political theory is that its goal is no longer 
consensus on our principles ofjustice, since every interpretation of these 
principles is not only fallible but partial (Phil male corpus) 
In Section 7.2.2.2，I suggested that the urge for engaging and leading the 
readers may be related to the argumentative nature of the field. This need would be 
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more pressing for men if they indeed prefer an aggressive tenor. As the above 
examples demonstrated, the use of engagement markers in the male corpora is 
largely connected to leading one to accept their criticisms of the book. This use was, 
however, almost absent in the female corpora in which there are also fewer cases of 
engagement markers overall. One of my informants attempted to provide an 
explanation: 
They [male philosophers] just rhetorically include everyone in their 
positions — if you disagree you ’re an enemy, but they just lead you to think 
in their direction and assume you agree with them because they think 
they ’re smartest. In book reviews, it may be like it is these men who lead 
the field's thinking and save others from falling into the trap of the book 
author or something some of those guys, their mind might be like 
kick-boxers，they just want to show they 're the smartest and shut one up 
and be the boss. I think it is true that a lot of male philosophers are sort of 
like robot kung fu，they want to have verbal battles with you and see who 
can win. They want to create an impression that everyone agrees with them 
by the use of these personal pronouns. (Phil interview M2) 
From the informant data above, we can see that both male and female 
philosophers interviewed were able to identify with some gender-preferential uses of 
metadiscourse and they were capable of speculating the reasons for such patterns. 
However, it is important to stress that the two groups of male and female reviewers 
shared more similarities than their differences on the whole, especially as it is 
possible for both men and women to ‘‘cross the gender boundary", as all my 
philosopher informants remarked: 
when I'm writing an academic text, I'd say I'm writing like a man, 
because the academia is dominated by the masculine style. I think we are 
1 2 3 
able to cross the so-called gender boundary and adopt the male 's style 
because we are all human. But I'm not sure if some of my “feminine styles ” 
would slip in. (Phil interview Fl) 
There are very few women in the field, so maybe initially gender does make 
a difference, but women may have adopted to the masculine way of writing 
in the academia. I've no idea of how much they have achieved though. 
(Phil interview F2) 
...it is possible that women would adopt the dominant male ’s writing style 
in academic writing, but there may be some differences if you look at 
specific features (Phil interview M1) 
It is possible that women actually adopt the masculine writing style so we 
can ’t really see much difference in their writing. But I believe there are 
differences. (Phil interview M2) 
Yet whether it is fair to women for them to simply accept and adjust to the 
male style is clearly questionable, but beyond the scope of this study. 
In the next part, I focus on the patterns in sociology. 
H2.2 Sociology. 
Table 15 on the next page presents the occurrences of metadiscourse per 
10,000 words found in the male and female sub-corpora in Sociology. 
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Table 15: Occurrences of metadiscourse per 10,000 by different gender combinations 
in Sociology (Refer to p. 69 for codes of gender groupings; Diff= the difference in 
frequencies in the two major gender groups, i.e. All Females and All Males) 
Gender loiff 
All Females FF FM All Males MF MM 
groupings 
Transitions 120.4 115.1 124.8 102.9 107.2 97.9 17.5 
Frame Mrks 7.7 6.8 8.4 10.1 8.1 12.4 2.4 
Endophorics 0.8 1.7 0.0 2.2 2.7 1.6 1.4 
Evidentials 29.1 37.2 22.4 37.7 35.3 40.4 8.6 
Code Glosses 33.7 45.7 23.8 21.0 12.2 31.1 12.7 
Interactive 191.7 206.5 179.5 173.9 165.6 183.5 17.8 
Attitude Mrks 82.8 77.9 87.0 84.8 81.4 88.6 2.0 
Hedges 90.5 82.9 96.8 96.4 92.3 101.1 5.9 
Boosters 66.0 52.5 77.1 68.8 74.6 62.2 2.8 
Engagements 62.9 55.9 68.7 60.9 58.4 63.7 2.0 
Self-mentions 10.0 3.4 15.4 13.0 13.6 12.4 3 . 0 _ 
Interactional 312.2 272.5 345.0 323.9 320.3 328.0 1L7 
Overall 503.9 479.0 524.5 497.8 485.9 511.5 25.6 
The most striking observation in this set of findings is perhaps the largely 
similar frequencies in the interactional features used by male and female sociologists, 
indicating the two groups do not differ much in the positioning of themselves, their 
materials and their readers in book reviews. Again, this seems to link to the women's 
adoption of men's style: 
I suppose since this is academic writing, gender should not make a 
difference. I suppose we can adjust ourselves even though we are women, 
we can also write like a man. (Socio interview F2) 
I think the norm of male-dominated academic writing would override the 
gendered styles of writing. Gender would affect the field they choose, but 
not their writing. (Socio interview Ml) 
In addition, the similarity might also be because, when divided into 
sub-groups, the corpus would be too small to capture any specific variation in such a 
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diversified field (see Section 7.2.2.2 for a discussion of diversity in sociology): 
I suppose the field is too diverse to generalize. Unless you 're focusing on a 
particular sub-field, like the development of feminism in Hong Kong, that 
would he a different story. That would involve the deliberate introduction 
of a feminine style in the field through the way they write or speak. 
(Socio interview Ml) 
Directly related to this is the lack of assurance about the audience group, as 
discussed in Section 7.2.2.2. Since there are a large number of sub-areas in sociology 
and many fields are cross-disciplinary, reviewers, both male and female, cannot be 
certain about who their readers are going to be. This seems to put men and women in 
the field on an equal footing in their appeal for support and their careful management 
of the force they put in their statements. Perhaps more importantly, sociology is a 
particularly ever-changing and embracing field, which is highly responsive to current 
social issues and phenomena (e.g. Rosen, 2004). One of these forces in the society 
would certainly be related to discussion on gender, such as the impact of feminism 
and the advocacy of a more egalitarian perspective of gender. It would, therefore, be 
reasonable to expect that a more liberal and accepting atmosphere would be 
promoted in the field for writers to break the traditionally male-dominant norms and 
bring in the ‘feminine，style when desirable: 
Yes some people are trying to introduce the more feminine, supportive style 
of writing, but still you have to bear the risk as it is not the style that most 
academics are used to, especially those older and established 
people but as the field grows and more new members join in -
especially those specialized in women studies or gender studies, we are 
more ready to accept diversity and creativity in writing. 
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(Socio interview F2) 
Thus, although the effect of this more egalitarian spirit in the field may not 
be immense, it is likely that it would contribute to the relatively similar patterns in 
the male and female corpus than in other fields. 
Apart from similarities, however, it is also obvious that women used more 
transition markers and code glosses than men in the interactive group. For transition 
markers, it does not seem to be the case that women and men used them for 
expressing different meanings, but there is a tendency for women to use more than 
one signal at once: 
(7.47) On the one hand, Ahmed asks his readers when considering Jimah's 
liabilities to reflect on 'who gives the right -reserved by God alone -to 
anyone to judge another human being' (p. 202), while, on the other hand, 
appearing not to flinch from exercising considerable judgement himself in 
relation to Jinnah 's opponents (Socio female corpus) 
(7.48) However, although there were successful action research projects, 
particularly in education, Young was ultimately frustrated  
(Socio female corpus) 
It is also interesting to note that in terms of code glosses, men tended to 
rely on exemplifications (7.49), while women tended to show more varied ways to 
ensure readers would get their meanings and often rephrase the whole prepositional 
content for their readers (7.50-51): 
(7.49) Smith recognises that he did not have all the information that he 
would need ..... He used, for example, little or no information in relation to 
commonality of social background among decision-makers  
(Socio male corpus) 
(7.50) Such an analysis is, as Green argues, a means on addressing the 
questions When did it become possible to have an accident? ‘ and When 
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did it become possible to talk about accidents?'. In other words, posing 
and answering these questions go some way to identifying how the concept 
of 'the accident' came to be established as a way of defining and giving.,.. 
(Socio female corpus) 
(7.51) Bulbeck advocates the notion of "world-traveling.. or in other 
words, understanding unfamiliar practices in their cultural, social, and 
political context. (Socio female corpus) 
Overall, the higher frequencies of transition markers and code glosses and 
their realizations seem to suggest that women tended to be more concerned about 
readers' comprehension of the materials. This may be due to the different 
assumptions and attitudes men and women have towards their audience, as these 
interestingly contrasting comments from my informants show: 
Although I'm not sure of my audience, I think they are all experts in the 
field....I can assume the readers know a lot about the issues and concepts 
at hand, so I don ’t need to explain so many details. (Socio interview Ml) 
I'm not sure but I can share my own views and I don ’t know if there is any 
gender difference in this perspective. While I'm unclear who my audience 
might he, I just assume they don 't know much and I try to explain jargons 
and make the text easy for anyone to read. (Socio interview F2) 
Finally, the relatively low use of interactional devices in the corpus of 
female reviewers and female book authors (i.e. FF in Table 15，p. 125)，particularly 
the unusually low occurrences of self-mentions, is curious. Unfortunately, no 
inference can be made from both the concordance and interview data. 
In the final part, we examine specifically the field of biology. 
7.3.2.3 Biology. 
As shown in Table 16, the patterns in biology tended to be distinct from the 
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other two disciplines. 
Table 16: Occurrences of metadiscourse per 10,000 by different gender combinations 
in Biology (Refer to p. 69 for codes of gender groupings; Diff= the difference in 
frequencies in the two major gender groups, i.e. All Females and All Males) 
Gender groupings All Females FF FM All Males MF MM Diff 
Transitions 51.5 40.3 65.0 94.8 103.3 85.6 43.3 
Frame Mrks 2.5 2.2 2.7 10.5 13.5 7.3 8 
Endophorics 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 
Evidentials 15.9 15.7 16.3 5.9 9.0 2.4 10 
Code Glosses 25.7 24.6 27.1 38.6 31.4 46.5 12.9 
Interactive 95.6 82.8 llLl 149.8 157.1 141.8 54,2 
Attitude Mrks 98.1 87.3 111.1 91.3 94.3 88.0 6.8 
Hedges 68.6 73.8 62.3 98.3 58.4 141.8 29.7 
Boosters 61.3 42.5 84.0 73.7 67.3 80.7 12.4 
Engagements 93.1 89.5 97.6 100.7 110.0 90.5 7.6 
Self-mentions 36.8 44.8 27.1 29.3 15.7 44.0 7.5 
Interactional 357.9 337.9 382.1 393.3 345.7 445.1 35,4 
Overall 453.5 420.7 493.2 543.1 502.8 586.9 84.1 
Unlike the two other disciplines, the male sub-corpus here contained more 
cases of metadiscourse use in both interactive and interactional groups. The widest 
ranges of difference were found in the subcategories transitions markers, hedges and 
code glosses. 
The difference in frequencies in transition markers used by male and 
female biologists was particularly prominent. Concordance data shows that while 
biologists on the whole tended to focus on observable features in evaluating the book, 
men were more likely than women to also include comments on methodological 
issues (7.52), in additional to textual features (7.53). This additional focus seems to 
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have pushed up the instances of transition markers, because it seems common to use 
these devices to highlight that the reviewer was making certain comments after some 
logical reflection on both positive and negative aspects of the book: 
(7.52) Her command of relevant case law, regulations, and legislation is 
impressive, She has a tendency, however, to downplay the potential 
benefits of genetics and to focus only on the prospects for harm. 
(Bio male corpus) 
(7.53) It is well illustrated and there is a good glossary, btji it will 
probably fail to engage. (Bio male corpus) 
Thus, the more and more varied comments that the male biologists made 
could account for their heavy reliance on transition markers. 
On the other hand, a closer look at the frequencies in hedges and code 
glosses reveals their prevalence in the male corpus actually owing to the particular 
sub-corpus of male reviewers evaluating the work of other men (i.e. MM in Table 
16). What is special about this group is that, unlike the other groups which used 
hedges mainly to redress imposition on readers (7.54-7.55), they tended to give more 
content-oriented or author-oriented evaluations (7.56-7.57): 
(7.54) I expect some readers would enjoy the m nitidis dpi inary 
treatment (Bio FF corpus)^ 
(7.55) So although readers might be horrified by what they see  
(Bio FM corpus) 
(7.56) Although he wanders freely through an eclectic selection of images 
and ideas, he could perhaps have done more to explore new ground. 
(Bio MM corpus) 
(7.57) In some cases gay men have higher 2D:4D than men who are 
straight, in other studies there is no difference, and in yet other studies gay 
3 Refer to p.69 for coding of gender combinations. 
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men may have lower ratios (Bio MM corpus) 
Both author- and content-oriented evaluations would motivate the higher 
uses of hedges, although probably for different reasons. For author-oriented 
evaluations, hedges might be used as a mitigating device to tone down their 
intrusiveness in directing comments to a particular author (Luukka, 2002). On the 
other hand, as mentioned in Section 7.2.2, it is relatively rare for biologists to 
comment on specific claims presented in the book because experimental evidence is 
not usually available. Therefore, if these male biologists really wish to engage with 
the ideas presented in the book, they must be particularly tentative in what they 
present to refer to speculative possibilities while avoiding direct responsibility, 
making the use of hedges critical. 
One of my informants attempted to speculate on why men would like to 
focus more on these types of evaluations when they were evaluating other men's 
work: 
I think it might be related to the keen competitions between labs and 
principal investigators in these labs are mainly male. They may feel it is 
their responsibility to response to each other findings, even if they can，t be 
certain, to promote an active image of their labs and to show other 
competing labs that they，re not ignorant of the issues. You know people 
who control grants are aware of what�s going on, like if you have 
something to contribute to the field or not, your status, if anyone is doing 
similar work as you 're doing maybe women are less likely to be the 
boss so men don，t feel as much need to response to their ideas. I'm not 
certain. (Bio interview F2) 
Turning to the frequencies in code glosses, it can be observed that men 
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seem to provide illustrations for what they have presented more often than women. 
In Section 7.2.2,1 noted that biologists tended to favour these devices in aiding 
readers' understanding of technical terms and supporting their occasionally vicious 
comments. Sub-dividing the corpus into different gender combinations in the 
analysis of concordance data reveal that these direct, negative comments were 
concentrated in the male corpus, and they were also often accompanied by supportive 
examples: 
(7.58) There are few matters that are handled in an annoying fashion, such 
as when the author likens the taking of specimens to amassing  
(Bio male corpus) 
(7.59) Sometimes, too much complicated, unessential detail is provided to 
support relatively simple points. For example, the point that plants 
utilizing different photosynthetic pathways also differ in water use 
efficiency did not benefit from (Bio male corpus) 
Therefore the higher instances of code glosses in the male biology corpus 
are probably related to this more pressing need to provide evidence for negative 
evaluations. Again the keen competition between different laboratories mentioned 
above may explain why men are more vigorous in their attempt of showing 
weaknesses in other's research. 
7.4 Chapter Summary 
In this chapter, I presented the findings of this study of the use of 
metadiscourse in book reviews. I discussed the variations in frequencies and uses 
observed in different disciplines and gender combinations. Based on my informants' 
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reports, concordance data from the corpus as well as previous literature, I attempted 
to offer interpretations on the variations found. It was shown that the use of 
metadiscourse might reflect various intellectual values, perceptions on book reviews, 
as well as perspectives on gender in different disciplinary communities. 
Based on the findings presented here, I shall propose some answers to the 
research questions pursued in the present study in the next chapter, discuss their 
implications and limitations, as well as conclude the whole investigation. 
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8. Conclusions 
My major purposes in this final chapter are to provide a brief review of the 
study and to propose possible answers to the research questions set out in the 
beginning of this thesis. In so doing, I shall draw together and summarize the various 
aspects of analyses which have been discussed in the course of this thesis. I shall also 
note the implications, as well as limitations of the study and identify areas for future 
research. 
8.1 A Brief Review of the Study 
This study set out to examine gender and disciplinary variations in 
metadiscourse use in the specific genre of academic book reviews. It emerged out of 
the increasing recognition that academic writing is an interpersonal, as well as 
cognitive, endeavour, and that this interpersonal dimension can be understood 
through the study of metadiscourse. In the same line of numerous previous studies 
(refer to Chapter 2), the use of metadiscourse was considered as one of the key ways 
to perform social interactions in academic writing, and it provides a rhetorical link 
for us to see how knowledge is negotiated and substantiated in different disciplinary 
communities. 
While metadiscourse in academic writing is a broad domain, the review of 
relevant literature in Chapter 2 to 4 helped me identify specific areas of focus for the 
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present study. In essence, since research has repeatedly demonstrated that 
metadiscourse is highly sensitive to the beliefs and conventions in particular 
communities (refer to chapter 2), it seemed important to consider the use of 
metadiscourse in specific disciplines. I had therefore chose to focus on philosophy, 
sociology and biology to include a broad range of knowledge, representing 
humanities, social and natural sciences. In addition, it was considered that the book 
review genre deserves more attention than it had been given, and while its structural 
and lexical aspects have received some recent attention (refer to chapter 3), the 
examination of metadiscourse would contribute to this growing understanding of the 
genre. At the same time, the literature review also pointed to a line of inquiry which 
takes the dimension of gender into account, since gender was regarded as an 
influential factor in the use of interactive strategies in different social situations, but 
inconsistent findings have been observed in academic settings (refer to chapter 4). 
Weaving these observations together, I came up with four research 
questions (refer to Chapter 5) and attempted to seek answers to them based on the 
approaches laid out in Chapter 6. These mainly involved analyses of metadiscourse 
devices in a corpus of 84 book reviews from the above-mentioned three disciplines 
using the framework proposed by Hyland & Tse (2004) (refer to p.29 and Section 6.3) 
as well as specialist informants' reports collected from interviews. 
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The major findings were presented and discussed in connection with 
previous literature, samples from the corpus, as well as informants' perspectives in 
Chapter 7. Overall, the examinations suggested that metadiscourse is an important 
feature whose use helped to characterise the genre of academic book reviews. While 
their disciplinary patterns of use aptly reflected various intellectual values and 
conventions in different disciplines, these patterns did not always resemble the ones 
reported in the previous literature and were responsive to the specific communicative 
purposes of the genre. In terms of gender variations, the patterns were largely similar 
in the re-organized corpora of male and female reviewers, and this resemblance 
seemed to be a consequence of women's adoption of the male-dominant academic 
styles. With regard to the interplay of discipline and gender, the male-corpora in all 
disciplines tended to contain a higher concentration of frame markers, endophoric 
markers, hedges, and boosters in particular. Within philosophy, female reviewers 
favoured transition markers in the construction of a calm, reasonable persona, while 
male reviewers favoured engagement markers and boosters to adopt a more vigorous 
argumentative stance. The two groups of gender displayed a strikingly similar picture 
in sociology in general, although female sociologists tended to use more transition 
markers and code glosses. The patterns in biology were quite different from the other 
two fields. Specifically, male biologists used much higher number of transition 
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markers, hedges and code glosses, probably because of their more varied comments, 
and this seemed to be especially true when they were evaluating the work by other 
men. Thus, while no obvious trend could be identified in the sub-corpora of different 
gender combinations across the disciplines, particular features highlighted in each 
discipline above suggest this area might warrant further research with more book 
reviews samples. 
I shall further elaborate on these findings and discussions in the following 
section as I attempt to answer the research questions. 
8.2 Possible Answers to the Research Questions 
Now we have come to a point to propose some answers to the questions 
which guided the investigations. These were: 
1. What are the characteristic patterns of interaction in academic book reviews in 
terms of the use of metadiscourse? 
2. What are the possible explanations for the characteristic patterns? 
3. Do these patterns vary with the disciplines in which they are found, and how can 
any variations found be accounted for? 
4. Do these patterns vary with the gender of the reviewer and the book author, and 
how can any variations found be accounted for? 
I shall begin with a discussion of the first two questions. In Chapter 3,1 
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rejected the view which sees the book review as a “secondary or derivative 
literature，，and argued it is a genre on its own, performing distinctive communicative 
purposes in the system of scholarly communication. While these communicative 
purposes are characteristically reflected in the use of goal-oriented linguistic features 
such as metadiscourse, the findings of the present study tended to support the 
argument that academic book reviews are a distinct genre. 
In terms of the proportion of the two major categories of metadiscourse, 
this genre is characterised by its preponderance of interactional devices. As 
mentioned in Section 7.1 and 7.2, while other academic genres typically draw more 
heavily on interactive than interactional metadiscourse in their presentation of 
prepositional materials, the book review shows a reversed pattern as it is ostensibly 
reliant on interactional features. Among these interactional features, in addition, 
reviewers remarkably favoured engagement markers, a use which does not seem to 
be as frequent in other academic prose (e.g. Hyland, 1998b; 1999; 2000). This 
distinctive picture appeared to illuminate the idiosyncratic role of book reviews in 
scholarly communication. In essence, the book review represents the most naked and 
focused form of evaluation and validation of disciplinary knowledge in a public 
mode. These explicit aims and transparent forum would sometimes position the 
reviewers in certain conflicting roles because judgments, positive or negative, almost 
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always involve personal imposition and intrusiveness. On the one hand, reviewers 
are expected to be sincere in their evaluation and be informative for the readers; on 
the other, they have to be cautious of the need for maintaining an equal, harmonious 
and supportive scholarly atmosphere. All these mean that the delicate balancing of 
different interests and negotiations of intertwining relationships would be more 
pressing in book reviews than in other academic genres. Consequently, these 
interpersonal concerns were reflected in the pattern of metadiscourse use, specifically 
in the predominance of interactional forms in an attempt to establish collegiality, 
minimize personal threats and intrusiveness, while demonstrating an expert 
understanding of the issue. 
Simultaneously, the genre can also be characterised by its low use of 
interactive devices, particularly frame markers and endophoric markers. As 
mentioned above, interactive metadiscourse tends to play a significant role in other 
academic genres, and their uses often reflect a concern for the logical, systematic and 
unambiguous presentation of materials. Clearly, reviewers also paid considerable 
attention to lucidity and coherence in their description and evaluation of the book, 
and this was reflected in the high use of transition markers, as well as a measured 
amount of code glosses and evidentials. Yet the low frequencies of frame markers 
and endophoric markers were remarkable. One reason for this is obviously the short 
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and self-contained nature of book review, which makes it less demanding for the 
constant and explicit signalling of text stages and discourse purposes. Another 
possible reason would be related to the shared knowledge of the regularized 
structural patterns of book reviews within the scholarly community (Motta-Roth, 
1996) (refer to p.44, Chapter 3). These mutual expectations of structural stages 
would help restore the rhetorical link and thereby make the use of metadiscourse 
features with similar functions less indispensable. 
In answer to the first two questions, then, the genre of academic book 
reviews can be characterised by the ostensible amount of interactional features on the 
one hand, and the remarkably low use of interactive devices on the other. These 
characteristics are largely related to the communicative purposes, complexity of 
interpersonal relationships, as well as the structural patterns of the genre. 
The third question, which concerns the patterns of metadiscourse use in 
individual disciplines, is more complicated. While I shall only highlight some of the 
major findings here, some elaborations on the nature of disciplinary knowledge and 
its relations to text production would be helpful. 
Over the past two decades, numerous investigations have demonstrated 
that individual academic communities tend to rely on regularized discipline-specific 
forms in constructing texts, and these reflect specific values, conventions and norms 
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governing their manufacture of knowledge (e.g. Bazerman, 1988; Hyland, 2000; 
Becher & Towler, 2001). Broadly speaking, humanities writing emphasises the 
interpretation of phenomena and the assertion of a personal perspective on it, 
reflecting an individualistic and interpretive knowledge base; scientific writing 
focuses predominantly on the non-committal, objective report of information and 
material objects based on the belief that knowledge is concrete, impersonal and 
value-free; and social sciences writing tends to be cast somewhere between the 
humanities and sciences, representing widely divergent fields ranging from ones 
which exhibit characteristics prevalent in humanities to ones whose methods in the 
production and communication of knowledge resemble those in sciences (e.g. Parry, 
1998; Becher & Towler, 2001). While these generalizations were often brought out 
in the patterns of disciplinary metadiscourse (e.g. Mauranen, 1993b; Hyland, 1998b) 
and in the present study on the whole, the specific communicative purposes and roles 
of the book review genre tended to distort this relation at times. 
First of all, the examinations here illuminated a significant similarity in 
metadiscourse use between disciplines rarely noted in other genres, that is, the 
largely similar degree of reliance on the two major categories of metadiscourse. 
Previous research often found that the sciences disciplines tended to contain a higher 
number of interactive devices because of the need to refer to supplementary graphics 
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or tables in their writing, while the softer social sciences and humanities disciplines 
tended to contain more instances of interactional forms, reflecting the more 
persuasive effort in discursive arguments in these fields (e.g. Hyland, 1999; 2000; 
2004; Hyland & Tse, 2004). However, these differences in proportion appeared to 
have vanished in book reviews as writers in all the disciplines examined showed a 
predominant preference for interactional features and in the same extent as described 
in the overall picture above. It appears, then, the characteristics of the genre 
mentioned on p.137-140 above have overridden the usual disciplinary tendencies in 
this respect. This is probably because reviewers shared closer aims in general and 
relied on more similar presentation method (e.g. only words, versus additional 
graphics) here than they are in writing for other genres. 
In addition, where variations were observed in these book reviews from the 
three disciplines, the degree and direction of deviations were not always similar to 
the patterns reported in comparable studies. Firstly, the patterns in interactive 
metadiscourse generally corresponded to the domains of knowledge-making 
described above (p.140-141), with philosophy on the humanities end containing the 
highest instances of devices, biology displaying least uses on the other end, and 
sociology in between the two on the continuum of knowledge. However, the 
positions of philosophy and biology were exactly the opposite as they were found in 
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other genres (e.g. Hyland, 1999; 2000; 2004; Hyland & Tse, 2004). This reversal is 
likely to be due to the significantly lower use of code glosses and evidentials in 
biology book reviews than in other scientific genres, and the particularly high use of 
transition markers in philosophy here. 
Secondly, the picture in the interactional group was more complex. As 
found in other academic genres, most interactional devices were concentrated in the 
humanities disciplines (ibid), as exemplified by Philosophy here, yet, unlike these 
studies, the natural sciences biology displayed a higher concentration of items than 
the social sciences sociology here. Particularly, while writers in the sciences 
disciplines were often found to be reluctant in constructing a relationship with their 
audience or projecting humanly attitude in their texts (e.g. Hyland, 1998b; Abdi, 
2002) (refer to p.32), they seemed to be less insistent on this in writing academic 
book reviews and their heavy use of engagement markers was especially remarkable. 
These highlights, together with other more delicate disciplinary differences, were 
discussed in detail in Section 7.2. But to briefly repeat, while these variations can be 
traced back to different disciplinary conventions in general, they also tended to be 
related to the perception that the book review is a more liberal genre allowing for 
more personal styles and the fact that its distinct purposes and generic constraints 
would require occasional deviations from the mainstream disciplinary practices. 
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The answer to question 3, then, is less than straightforward. Essentially, the 
disciplinary patterns were consistent in terms of the proportion between the two 
major groups of metadiscourse, particularly in the predominance of interactional 
features. Simultaneously, however, they displayed considerable variations in the 
frequencies and functions in individual disciplines, and these variations often 
deviated from the conventional patterns observed in previous studies. On the whole, 
as detailed in Chapter 7, these similarities and differences can be explained in terms 
of the specific communicative purposes and requirements of the genre, diversity in 
particular fields, as well as disciplinary norms and practices. 
The final question concerns the patterns of metadiscourse use when the 
corpus was re-organized according to different gender combinations. This can be 
dealt with from different perspectives. First, when the examinations only concerned 
the gender of the reviewers, i.e. when the corpus was rearranged into two general 
groups of male and female reviewers regardless of disciplines, considerable 
similarities were observed, and the patterns largely resembled that of the overall and 
disciplinary pictures. This showed that men and women shared similar 
understandings of the book review genre and relied on the interactive and 
interactional resources to largely the same extent. My informant data revealed that 
this resemblance was mainly a consequence of women's adoption of the 
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male-dominant academic styles. Taken together, these findings tended to position 
this study on the positive side of the argument that general gender-preferential 
differences observed in social interactions would be suppressed by the norms of 
academic writing (refer to Chapter 4). 
Secondly, a different picture was obtained when the texts were separated 
by both discipline and gender of the reviewers. Principally, more commonalities than 
differences were observed across disciplines here, particularly in the higher 
concentration of frame markers, endophoric markers, hedges and boosters in the 
male corpora. However, the variations between reviews written by male and female 
writers were not regular across disciplines. In fact, rather complex interactions 
between discipline and gender were observed, with minimal differences between 
men and women groups in sociology, and moderate variations in philosophy and the 
most considerable discrepancies in biology. At first sight, this appears to be 
surprising, because scientific writings are highly formalized and regularized partly to 
downplay the role of a human agent, man or woman alike, and it seems then 
gender-preferential differences would be suppressed. However, as mentioned above, 
book reviews are often regarded as a more liberal genre allowing for more personal 
styles, thus more personality would emerge here, including those pertaining to 
gender. The differences between male and female reviewers in biology mainly 
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involved the more aggressive aims and strategies that men displayed, and again this 
seemed to be related to the prevalence of male-dominance culture in terms of both 
professional status and writing style in the discipline, as explained by my specialist 
informants. 
Finally, the discrepancies would occasionally be related to the gender of 
the book author. These included the unusually low use of self-mentions by female 
sociologists when they were evaluating the work of another female, and the 
exceptionally high use of hedges and boosters by male biologists when they were 
evaluating the work of another male. Although the reasons and trend were not always 
clear, these point to the subtle interplay between gender and disciplinary values and 
warrant further investigations. 
With these complexities, it is inevitable that the answer to question four is 
especially speculative. However, it seems fairly reasonable to conclude that the style 
of academic writing would override gender-preferential differences observed in other 
social settings. Yet, variations would emerge when more delicate analyses were 
conducted to take the interface between discipline and gender into account. Although 
interpretations become more tentative as the level of delicacy in analyses increased, 
it was suggested that the variations observed were related to different perceptions of 
the book review genre, the degree of influence of male-dominant culture and level of 
1 4 6 
acceptance of egalitarian perspectives in individual disciplines. 
8.3 Implications of the Present Findings 
Several implications are worth noting here, and they concern our 
understanding of the relations between linguistic features, genre and social contexts, 
as well as language teaching. 
While the present study concurs with previous research that metadiscourse 
cannot be studied independently of its disciplinary contexts, it further demonstrated 
these features cannot be fully understood without considering the specific 
communicative purposes of a genre. Essentially, it was shown that patterns of 
metadiscourse use were affected by the intellectual values, nature of knowledge and 
other disciplinary perspectives, and these disciplinary patterns would be complicated 
by and sometimes overridden by the multiple discourse goals pertaining to the 
specific concerns of a genre. Consequently, metadiscourse can only be adequately 
understood when directly linked to institutional context and communicative goals, as 
well as the interface between the two. 
This view requires that not only must investigations be based on authentic 
data, but specificity in research design must be central, for metadiscourse in 
academic writing is one thing, metadiscourse in academic book reviewing is another, 
and metadiscourse in academic book reviews across disciplines reveals yet a 
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different picture. This is perhaps even more obvious when the context of gender 
communications was further introduced into the study, as diverse pictures were 
produced for different gender combinations of reviewer and author, as well as for 
writers from various disciplines. 
The patterns in different disciplinary and gender combinations also 
supported the notion that gender is a fluid, shifting category that people perform, not 
what they have. In essence, the rather regular patterns of metadiscourse produced by 
male and female academics in general showed the possibility of crossing the 
so-called “gender boundary". This mainly involved women adopting the masculine 
style of academic writing, and occasionally men employing strategies which are 
stereotypically perceived as ‘feminine，when appropriate for specific goals here. 
From this perspective, then, men and women are able to transcend their gender 
identities to adopt both masculine and feminine styles as considered suitable for 
particular situations and purposes. Nonetheless, the reasons behind the prevalent 
favour for a masculine style in academic writing and the possibility of introducing 
more feminine approaches await further research. 
In addition, the present study also showed that analysts' understanding of 
frequency and concordance data alone may not adequately explain existing practices 
and how they are subtly shaped by language in various disciplines, and the opinions 
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from specialist informants seem crucial in filling these gaps. The important 
implication of this is the need for diverse approaches in investigating language use. It 
is only through the study of authentic materials, together with the perspectives of the 
producers and users of particular genres, that we can describe and explain 
conventions without running into the dangers of intuitive prescriptions of meanings. 
Pedagogically, the frequency of metadiscourse features and the various 
functions they serve in accomplishing multiple discourse and social goals mean that 
learning to use these devices effectively is important for academic writing, especially 
in writing for persuasive, argumentative and evaluative purposes. The most common 
devices were described and explained in terms of their functions here, and could be 
used by teachers to make explicit the techniques involved in effective writing. 
Additionally, this study also highlighted the importance of specificity in language 
teaching and curriculum design, involving clearly defined goals, genre requirements 
as well as social and disciplinary contexts. 
8.4 Limitations and Suggestions for Future Research 
As in most research projects, this study has encountered several difficulties 
which entail certain limitations. These are discussed here along with some directions 
and methodological suggestions for future research. 
One difficulty concerned the collection of data according to the criteria set 
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out in Chapter 6. This was because the role of a book would be less significant in the 
sciences and accordingly the number of book reviews would be lower in these 
disciplines. Moreover, the focus on gender in this research meant that co-authored or 
multi-authored books or reviews were unsuitable here, thus further reducing the 
number of appropriate texts. This was further complicated by the fact that there 
tended to be a smaller number of woman writers of both books and reviews in the 
academy in general, and in the hard sciences in particular. As a result, considerable 
difficulty was encountered in getting equal number of book review samples from 
each gender combination and discipline, even though extensive efforts were made. 
Likewise, access to participants for the interviews represented another major problem, 
mainly because of the under-representation of women in the academy, and again this 
seemed to be worse in the science fields. Thus, while there were two male and two 
female informants in philosophy and sociology, I could only reach one female 
biologist and had to replace this slot with an additional male biology specialist. Yet, 
the richness of the findings suggested these attempts to obtain specific textual and 
interviews data were worthwhile, thus perhaps this kind of diversified inquiries 
should be insisted on in investigations which can afford more time for data 
collection. 
Secondly, while the one-to-one interviews here were useful for 
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understanding the norms and practices in book review writing in general, it involved 
more scaffolding to elicit issues concerning disciplinary preferences. This is because 
sometimes informants would have a misconception that academic writing is all 
standardized and that their writings are just as uninteresting as those in other 
disciplines, and this seemed to be most serious in the sciences. On the other hand, 
sharing the opinions and the analysis results of other disciplines with the informants 
seemed to make the task of scaffolding easier and the conversation more productive. 
This suggests that it would be useful to incorporate other interview techniques in 
future research, for example, the use of focus group discussion where academics 
from heterogeneous disciplines meet and talk about their practices might help 
juxtaposing different perspectives and raising the awareness of distinctive norms, as 
well as encouraging responses to them. 
The third concern involved the limitations of the metadiscourse framework. 
Essentially, the inherent fuzziness in language use means that any model or 
categorisation of linguistic features can only approximate the complex reality of 
natural language use. The framework of metadiscourse is no exception here. 
Inevitably, there would be some overlaps between categories and some devices 
would perform more than one function at a time as writers often try to accomplish 
multiple goals simultaneously (e.g. Hyland, 2000). A classification scheme may 
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therefore involve some artificial decisions at times and may not always accurately 
reflect writer intentions. The grouping of features of modality into hedges and 
boosters might provide an example to illustrate this. As Halliday points out, “we only 
say we are certain when we are not" (Halliday, 1994:362), this means that the use of 
boosters would not make the proposition more definite than it is on its own, and that 
hedges and boosters represent, indeed, a continuum between the positive and 
negative poles and the boundary between them is unclear. While the use of some 
features tended to be more regularized (e.g. perhaps signals tentativeness and 
absolutely signals certainty), others, such as apparently, often, and I believe, are 
more ambiguous. Consequently, the categorizations here were made according to the 
most common uses of the features as represented in the present corpus and inevitably 
some slight distortions would be involved as some features might behave in 
dissimilar ways among the many different instances. Despite these, since the 
metadiscourse literature, my expert informants' data and the textual 
concordance-based patterns tended to correspond well to each other and pointed to 
certain clear lines of interpretations, the analysis here should provide a robustly 
reliable representation and explanation of language use in book reviews. 
Finally, many issues remain unexplored and await further research. One of 
these is the interaction between different metadiscourse features. For example, it is 
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not uncommon to see hedges to be used in combination or together with boosters. 
Future research can look into the effects of these uses, the habitual contexts in which 
they occur, and the motivations of their use. Additionally, the large number of texts 
and limited time here discouraged further labour-intensive analysis, but it would be 
interesting to learn about how different evaluative meanings are inscribed, embedded 
and evoked in book reviews using more ambitiously exhaustive frameworks, such as 
Appraisal theory (Martin, 2000). And as I mentioned briefly in various points in 
Chapter 7, the professional status of reviewers and book authors might influence the 
use of metadiscourse features, such as how much strength they assign to their 
comments and how comfortable they are with the explicit announcement of their 
authorial presence. Future investigations may attempt to control the status of the 
reviewers and book authors in the collection of data. 
8.5 Concluding Remarks 
The study reported here showed that metadiscourse is an important feature 
of academic book reviews. Their patterns of use reflect the communicative purposes 
of the genre, disciplinary values and practices, as well as gender preferential 
strategies at different levels. The richness of findings here suggests metadiscourse in 
academic book reviews is an under-explored area for further research. 





















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































Appendix B: Questions which guided the subject interview 
Interviews with Review Editors 
1. Can you explain to me the process of book reviewing in your journal? E.g. 
where does the book reviewing process start? 
2. What is your role in the process as a book review editor? 
3. What are the criteria that you use to identify reviewers? 
4. Do you have a pool of reviewers to select from? What are in common among 
these reviewers? E.g. Do they have to have a doctoral degree? 
5. Who are usually in the position of writing book reviews? E.g. would they 
mainly be students? experienced scholars? 
6. What instructions do you give reviewers? Is there any guideline for reviewers in 
your journal? 
7. If so, on what aspects does the guideline concern? (E.g. writing style? length?) 
8. If not, do you think there are some conventions in the field on how a book 
review should be done? Can you suggest any? 
9. Do you ever reject reviews or recommend a revision after they are 
commissioned? 
10. Based on what criteria would you accept or reject a book review? 
11. In your experience, what aspects of a book review would the revision involve? 
E.g. language? Focus? 
12. Is it usual to have unsolicited submission of review articles? 
13. What would make people want to write a review? 
14. Do you accept unsolicited submission of book review? Why? 
15. In general, how do you think about the status of book reviews in your field? Is it 
important or is it just a kind of secondary literature? 
16. What do you think are the functions of book reviews? 
17. How many reviews are there in each issue in your journal? 
18. Do all kinds of books get reviewed? E.g. Do textbooks as well as books on 
theory get reviewed too? 
19. Would the reviews be different for different types of book? If so, in what ways? 
20. In your experience, is there any pattern in the relation between the writing or the 
content of book review and the background of the reviewer? E.g. gender, theory 
group, affiliation, status...etc? 
21. In your experience, is there any pattern in the relation between the writing or the 
content of book review and the background of the book author? E.g. gender, 
theory group, affiliation, status...etc? 
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Interview with Review Writers 
1. Are the reviews you wrote solicited or unsolicited? 
2. Is there any circumstance that you would reject a request for reviewing a book? 
3. What makes you want to write a review? 
4. Do you follow any guideline when you handle the task? Where does the 
guideline come from? 
5. What aspects does the guideline concern? E.g. writing style? length? Focus? 
6. Do you feel constrained by the journal? Do you regularly? Why? 
7. Is knowing the background of the book author helpful in writing a review? If so, 
in what ways? What sort of information would you be interested to know? 
8. Would your language or style vary according to the book author's background? 
E.g. theory group affiliation? Gender? Status? What factors would you 
consider? 
9. What aspects would you focus on in writing a book review? E.g. price, writing 
style, content? Are some aspects more important than others? 
10. Is there any specific order in commenting on these different aspects? What 
information would you put at the end of the book review? Why? 
11. How would you express a negative comment? Directly? Is there any particular 
strategy that you would use? Is it ok for a review to be largely negative? Why? 
12. How would you express a positive comment? Is it ok for a review to be largely 
positive? Why? 
13. Who would you consider as your major audience? (e.g. people in the field, 
general audience?) How do you address these readers? E.g. using “we，,， 
“you” ...etc? 
14. Do you expect the book author whose book you review to be an audience? How 
would this affect your writing? 
15. Do you ever feel that you have to write for conflicting audiences? If so, how do 
you address these conflicting audiences? 
16. Do you feel writing a book review is an easy task? What might be some of the 
more problematic issue? 
17. In general, how do you think about the status of book reviews in your field? Is it 
important or is it just a kind of secondary literature? 
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Interviews with Review Readers 
1. Do you read the book review section of journals? How often do you read book 
reviews? 
2. How does a book review in your discipline look like? e.g. Is there any particular 
format? Length? What sort of information would be included? How does it 
usually start? 
3. What is/ are your purpose(s) of reading book reviews? What information would 
you look for when you are reading a book review? 
4. What factor would affect whether you read a review or not? E.g. the reviewer? 
the subject of the book? 
5. Have you ever come across a situation that you disagree with the reviewer? E.g. 
when the review is good but you think the book is just so-so? When you 
disagree with certain ideas? 
6. What do you think would cause such conflicts? How would you feel about such 
conflicts? E.g. Do you think these are natural or do you think it is the reviewer's 
job to minimize these? 
7. What can a reviewer do to make you more ready to accept certain views? E.g. 
giving more examples? quoting from sources? Using certain linguistic features? 
8. Do you think book reviewers have different writing styles? What factors would 
affect this? 
9. Is it ok if a book review is largely negative? Or largely positive? Why? 
10. Would you decide whether to use a book or not based on the comments in book 
review? 
11. Have you ever come across a book review that really impressed you? What is 
special in it? 
12. In general, how do you think about the status of book reviews in your field? Is it 
important or is it just a kind of secondary literature? 
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Appendix C: Metadiscourse features investigated 
(The examinations included the derivations of these forms) 
Interactional Metadiscourse 
Attitude Markers 
！ Crude Impossible Pioneering 
“ ” (scare quotes) Curious Impressive Plain 
Accurate Defensible Incautious Pleased 
Admirable Desirable Incoherent Powerful 
Admittedly Detailed Inconsistent Practical 
Adorable Difficult Indispensable Praised 
Alarming Disagree Inevitable Precise 
Amazing Disappointed Influential Predictable 
Ambiguous Disturbing Insightful Prefer 
Annoying Doubtful Interesting Problematic 
Appealing Dramatic Invaluable Profound 
Appropriate Easy Inviting Promising 
Arguable Effective Ironic Promptly 
Astonishing Embarrassing Irritated Proper 
Atypical Engaging Justifiable Provocative 
Avoidable Enjoyable Like (prefer) Puzzling 
Blunt Essential Marvelous Questionable 
Boring Even x Masterful Radical 
Brilliant Excellent Miraculous Readable 
Candid Exceptional Mistaken Reasonable 
Careful Exciting Must (obligation) Refreshing 
Challenging Expected Naturally Regrettable 
Clear Fallible Necessary Reliable 
Coherent Fascinating Noteworthy Remarkable 
Comprehensible Fortunately Notorious Rigorous 
Conspicuous Fundamental Odd Satisfactorily 
Contentious Glad Optimistic Scholarly 
Controversial Have to Organized Scrupulous 
Convincing Helpful Ought Shocked 
Correct Hoped (Obligation) Should 
Creative I expect Outstanding (obligation) 
Critical I hope Paradoxical Significant 
Crucial Important Perfect Skeptical 
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Sketchy Surprising Unessential Vague 
Skillful Suspicious Unexpected Valuable 
Slippery Sympathetic Unfortunate Vigorously 
Stimulating Tedious Unimportant Vociferous 
Strange Tempting Unjust Welcomed 
Striking Thorough Unnecessary Wise 
Stunning Thoughtful Unpersuasive Wonderful 
Suitable Unclear Unremarkable Wondrous 
Sumptuous Undeniably Unusual Worthwhile 
Superfluous Understandable Useful 
Hedges 
A bit From my/ this Merely (possibility) 
A little perspective Might Slightly 
About Generally (possibility) Somehow 
Almost I doubt Mostly Sometimes 
Appears I imagine Nearly Somewhat 
Approximated I suspect Often Sort of 
Around I wonder On the whole Suggest 
As far as In general Perhaps Supposed 
Assume In my opinion/ Plausible Tend to 
Broadly view Possible Typically 
By and large In some cases Presumable Unlikely 
Certain amount/ Indicate Probably Usually 
level/ degree/ It is claimed Quite Vaguely 
extent Largely Rather x Would/ wouldn't 
Could/ couldn't Likely Relatively (possibility) 
Doubtful Mainly Roughly 
Estimated May (possibility) Seem 
Fairly Maybe Should 
Boosters 
Absolutely Conclusive Evident Hugely 
Actually Decidedly Extremely I think 
Always Definite Find In fact 
Apparent Demonstrate Forceful Indeed 
Believe Doubtless Found that It is true 
Certainly Entirely Frequently Know 
Clear Establish Highly Largely 
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Must (possibility) Pretty (e.g. pretty Stress Undoubtedly 
Never much) Strongly Very 
No doubt Prove Substantial Wholly 
Noticeable Realize Sure Widely 
Numerous Really The fact that Will/ won't 
Obvious Show Truly Without doubt 
Of course So (e.g. so hard) Undeniable 
Self-mentions 
I My The reviewer The writer's 
Me Myself The reviewer's 
Mine The reader The writer 
Engagement Markers 
()(asides) Determine (directive) (directive) 
(the) audience (directive) Note (directive) Think about 
(the) audience's Do/ do not/ don't Notice (directive) (directive) 
(the) reader (directive) Observe Turn 
(the) reader's Find (directive) (directive) Us (inclusive) 
？ Follow One/ one's We (inclusive) 
Assume (directive) Our (inclusive) You 
(directive) Go (directive) Ourselves Your 
Compare Imagine Recall (directive) Yourself 
(directive) (directive) Refer (directive) 
Consider Let's/ let us See (directive) 
(directive) Look at Suppose 
Interactive Metadiscourse 
Transition Markers 
Accordingly Anyhow By comparison Further 
Additionally Anyway By contrast Furthermore 
After all Apart from that By the same Hence 
Again As a consequence token However 
Albeit As a result Consequently In a similar way 
Also At the same time Conversely In addition 
Alternatively Because Equally In any case 
Although Besides Even though In contrast 
And But For In the same way 
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Incidentally Notwithstanding Since Thus 
Instead On the contrary So To the contrary 
Leads to On the other hand Still Whereas 
Likewise On top of that The result is While 
Meanwhile Plus Then Whilst 
Moreover Rather Thereby Yet 
Nevertheless Result in Therefore 
Nonetheless Similarly Though 
Frame markers 
A) sequencing 
Finally Listing Second/Secondly To start with 
First/ First of all/ (a,b,c..etc) Subsequently 
Firstly Next Then 
Last/ Lastly Numbering (1,2,3, Third/ Thirdly 
etc) To begin 
B) label stages 
All in all For the moment Overall To conclude 
At this point In sum So far To repeat 
At this stage In summary Summarize To sum up 
By far Now Thus far 
C) announce goals 
Here I do this I propose to I will focus on My objective 
Here I will I shall I wish to My purpose 
I am going to I sketch I would like to My/1 aim 
I argue I suggest to In this part 
I discuss I want to In this section 
I intend to I will emphasis My goal is 
D) topic shifts 
By the way Return to To come back to To move on 
In regard to Revisit To digress Turn to 
Now Shift to To look more Well 
Resume So closely With regard to 
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Endophoric Markers 
(In) Part X Following previously X earlier 
(In) Section X P. X Table X X later 
Example X Page X X above 
Fig. X Preceding X before 
Figure X previous X below 
Evidentials 
(date) in X丨s view X defends X proves 
(name) quote X demonstrates X rejects 
[ref. #]/ [name] quoted X found that X remarks 
according to X said X indicates X shows 
cite says X maintains X suggests 
cited X argues X mentions X thinks 
elsewhere X believes X notes X thought 
established X claims X points out/ to 
For X X confesses X posits 
Code Glosses 
~ Put in another 
( ) term 
Briefly Put simply 
Called Say 
Glossed Simply put 
Counter example So-called 
Defined as Specifically 
E.g. Such as 
Exemplified Termed 
For example That is 
For instance That is to say 
I mean That means 
I.e. This means 
In a word Viz 
In brief Which means 




Put another way 
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